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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 

Noresponse 

The Socialist Alliance Democracy Plat¬ 
form emailed and posted a letter to the 
national executive committee/central 
committee of the Socialist Workers Party 
on September 27 concerning the future 
of the Socialist Alliance. The SADP con¬ 
tacted the SWP because that organisa¬ 
tion represents a majority within the SA, 
and any decisions taken by the SWP are 
likely to be adopted by SA conference. 

The letter represents a genuine attempt 
to resolve the situation whereby for the 
last seven months the SA has basically 
ceased to function. This is despite the fact 
that the last SA national conference, in 
March, agreed to ‘maintain the Socialist 
Alliance at national and local level... de¬ 
bate the future of the SA and its relation¬ 
ship to Respect at the SA AGM to be held 
before the end of2004’. 

One of the problems now, however, is 
that there are no longer any forums to hold 
that discussion. Meetings of the national 
council have been suspended/cancelled 
since January, and the SA national execu¬ 
tive has not met since May, with the one 
scheduled meeting for September also 
being cancelled. There is no longer an SA 
office or office worker, and it has proved 
impossible to contact SA officers. 

The SA executive meeting which did 
take place in May suggested December 
4 as a date for the SA AGM, but nothing 
has been done to implement that deci¬ 
sion, and time is running out for such a 
meeting to be organised. The main pur¬ 
pose of the letter was to start a discus¬ 
sion which could result in an amicable 
resolution of the impasse, even if that 
meant a comradely parting of the ways to 
a certain extent. The problem we now face 
is that, despite reminders, we have not 
received any response at all from the SWP 
NEC/CC. We made a final effort to speed 
up the process by giving the SWP lead¬ 
ership until October 18 to reply to our rea¬ 
sonable and sensitive request to at least 
enter into dialogue with us on these is¬ 
sues. They have failed to do so. 

We are now therefore opening this 
whole process out. We have started to 
contact individual members of the SWP 
with an open letter on the lines of this press 
release. We have informed them that we 
are also releasing the contents of our let¬ 
ter to the left press to stimulate wider pub¬ 
lic debate. We have been very reasonable. 
We called for our letter to be embargoed 
for three weeks to give the SWP ample 
time to consider our request without out¬ 
side pressures. 

We are delighted that the left respected 
that embargo. That time given to the SWP 
leadership has now elapsed, and we ap¬ 
peal for support from fellow socialists. 

Pete McLaren 

Convenor, SADP 

Factional stick 

Earlier in the summer conespondence was 
printed in the Weekly Worker on the fi¬ 
nances of the North Birmingham Social¬ 
ist Alliance (NBSA). Hopefully this matter 
has been resolved to everyone’s satisfac¬ 
tion by the decisions of the North Binning- 
ham Socialist Alliance on September 9. 

A brief background for comrades un¬ 
familiar with the dispute is as follows. An 
NBSA meeting on April 27 decided to 
pass 80% of its funds to a new organi¬ 
sation, the North Birmingham Independ¬ 
ent Socialists (NBIS). It also suspended 
the meetings of the NBSA. Almost all 
tlie NBSA members present at the meet¬ 
ing were due to lapse from the Socialist 
Alliance within a month and wished to 
transfer the funds to their new organi¬ 
sation, tlie NBIS. Three of those present 
and voting at the meeting were already 
non-members and thus the meeting was 
not in order. As the treasurer I objected 
and sent the money for safe keeping to 
the SA national executive. As I stated at 


the time, comrades who are leaving an 
organisation have no claim on tlie funds 
of the organisation they have left. 

The SA national executive at a meet¬ 
ing in June agreed to reconvene the 
NBSA in September to resolve tlie mat¬ 
ter. A member of the national executive, 
Heather Cox, attended the meeting and 
a supporter of the Independent Social¬ 
ists chaired it. After an extended ex¬ 
change of opinions a resolution was 
moved, an amendment from a supporter 
of the Independent Socialists was 
agreed and the amended resolution was 
passed unanimously. This follows below. 

“North Birmingham Socialist Alliance 
notes : 

1. The North Birmingham Independent 
Socialists retained £ 150 of the North Bir¬ 
mingham Socialist Alliance funds out of 
total local funds of £584.20 when they 
left the SA. 

2.Only four out of tlie 14 making regular 
payments to the local account have sub¬ 
sequently supported the Independent 
Socialists. 

3.The longstanding tradition of the la¬ 
bour movement is that comrades who 
leave an organisation have no claim on 
the organisation’s funds. 

Agrees: 

l.In the interests of avoiding unneces¬ 
sary conflict to transfer all of our funds 
(including the £150 ‘loan’ held by Bir¬ 
mingham Independent Socialists) 
equally between Birmingham Respect 
and North Birmingham Independent 
Socialists. £50 of the funds for Birming¬ 
ham Respect will be allocated to North 
Birmingham Respect. 

2. To contact the Independent Socialists 
stating we are keen to cooperate in local 
campaigns on housing, against racism 
and the occupation of Iraq. 

3. The activities of the North Birmingham 
Socialist Alliance will cease forthwith.” 

On a related matter, in the summer Phil 
Kent, a member of the CPGB, made the 
only, rather desultory, reply to my cri¬ 
tique of the election literature produced 
by supporters of the Socialist Alliance 
Democratic Platform. I had reported that 
of the ones I had seen none called for 
the withdrawal of British troops from 
Iraq, none had called for open borders 
(in the case of tire campaign of the NBIS 
candidate, Steve Godward, the words 
‘asylum-seekers’ was never used in any 
of his leaflets. Still less had he raised 
the demand, ‘Defend asylum-seekers’, 
as Respect had done) and in the case of 
the Workers’ Liberty supporter in Shef¬ 
field there was no mention of the work¬ 
er's wage. 

The response of Phil Kent was that it 
was not appropriate to raise general po¬ 
litical and international issues in local 
elections. I could hardly believe my eyes 
when I read these points from a ‘revolu¬ 
tionary communist'. Is this the official 
position of the CPGB? 

To run an election campaign when 
your ruling class is brutally torturing Iraqi 
people (late April/early May was the pe¬ 
riod when torture in the Iraqi jails were 
given most publicity) and not to con¬ 
demn this oppression and call for the 
withdrawal of US-UK troops is a betrayal 
of basic socialist principles. One of Steve 
Godward’s main leaflets contained no 
mention of Iraq. Phil would clearly be criti¬ 
cal of the leaflets of Birmingham Liberal 
Democrats local candidates, many of 
which stated their position on Iraq. 

I notice that tlie CPGB is proposing a 
model resolution to the Respect confer¬ 
ence on open borders. Why has the 
CPGB not promoted this resolution in the 
Socialist Alliance Democratic Platform? 
Including urging supporters of the 
SADP who are standing in elections to 
raise this demand in their election litera¬ 
ture. Others in the SADP clearly do not 
take this demand seriously except as a 
factional stick to beat Respect. If the 
CPGB is serious about the demand, it 
would urge its political collaborators to 
publicly campaign on the issue. 

Stuart Richardson 
Birmingham 


Prostrate 

Louise Whittle’s letter underlines her 
confusion on strategies for women’s lib¬ 
eration (Letters, October 14). 

The comrade mixes up two very differ¬ 
ent approaches. For instance, I would go 
along (to a certain extent) with her idea 
that “autonomous organisation is ena¬ 
bling a democratic way for women to 
speak for themselves about the oppres¬ 
sion they face”. 

This is precisely why I wrote in my origi¬ 
nal article that communists are sensitive 
to the special problems we face in mobi¬ 
lising women. Thus, concerning the origi¬ 
nal point of controversy, I wrote: 
“Women-only meetings can sometimes 
be a useful tactic to draw wider layers of 
women into the struggle, to facilitate them 
taking control of their destinies and edu¬ 
cating themselves” ( Weekly Worker Oc¬ 
tober 7). 

Our difference is that comrade Whittle 
makes the leap from this perfectly accept¬ 
able notion of autonomy - ie, a large de¬ 
gree of self-government with a unified 
overall structure - to the call for, yes, sepa¬ 
ration. She writes: “Marxists should go 
further and ... recognise the leadership 
of autonomously organised women in tlie 
struggle for women’s liberation” (my 
emphasis). She even implies that tlie po¬ 
litical struggle we saw in the September 
16 London meeting on abortion that 
sparked the discussion is in some way 
attributable to the destructive influence 
of men - even though there were no rep¬ 
resentatives of that particular sex present 
on the night (see Weekly Worker Septem¬ 
ber 23). The comrade suggests that “any 
new campaign to defend and extend a 
women’s right to abortion” will simply 
become a battleground for political sects, 
“if men are around to control it”. 

Thus, it seems that the “autonomy” 
Louise is in favour of is in reality a strate¬ 
gic separation from men. In contrast, the 
independence that communists wish to 
see in any movement for women's libera¬ 
tion is independence from the harmful 
impact of tlie politics of classes other than 
the working class. 

And surely, the wretched roles played 
at the September 16 meeting by the female 
members of the Socialist Workers Party 
and Socialist Action underlines that this 
malign influence is not a peculiarly male 
affliction, like a political version of pros¬ 
trate troubles? 

Elaine Harrison 
London 

Homophobic 

Anglicans 

Archbishop Robin Eames was am¬ 
bushed by gay rights protesters as he left 
the October 18 press conference at St 
Paul’s Cathedral, where he unveiled the 
Anglican church’s report on homosexu¬ 
ality. 

OutRage activist Peter Tatchell con¬ 
fronted the startled archbishop and told 
him: “We are disappointed that you failed 
to unambiguously defend gay human 
rights. You had an opportunity to chal¬ 
lenge Anglican homophobia and you 
failed”. Fellow outrage protester Brett 
Lock remarked that “Tlie Windsor report 
is collusion with Anglican homophobes”. 

It criticises the American episcopal 
church for ordaining gay bishop Gene 
Robinson. Sanctioning homophobic dis¬ 
crimination within the church gives a 
green fight to homophobic discrimination 
in the wider society. This report is de¬ 
signed to appease bigoted Anglicans 
who oppose gay human rights. Anglican 
leaders stand accused of condoning 
sexual apartheid within the church, col¬ 
luding with homophobic bigotry and 
denying human rights to gay clergy. 

While tlie American episcopal church 
has shown great compassion towards 
gay people, the Lambeth commission 
preaches homophobic prejudice and dis¬ 
crimination. This is a defining moment in 
church history. Yet again the Anglican 


leadership has fudged, equivocated, ap¬ 
peased and compromised the Christian 
principles of love and compassion. They 
have, by default, sided with homopho¬ 
bic discrimination and injustice - follow¬ 
ing in tlie footsteps of their predecessors, 
who colluded with slavery and tlie denial 
of votes to women. 

The Anglican communion is sending 
a message to the whole world that lesbi¬ 
ans and gay men are not entitled to equal 
respect and rights. The Windsor report 
suggest that gay people are morally infe¬ 
rior and undeserving of the same human 
rights as heterosexuals. 

Outrage 

email 

Defeatism 

I don’t know what kind of Trotskyist 
Michael Little thinks he is, but he’s a long 
way from Trotsky (Letters, October 14). 
During World War I Trotsky criticised 
Lenin’s conception of ‘defeatism’ for 
making unwarranted concessions to the 
methodology of social patriotism (‘Open 
letter to the editorial board of 
Kommunisf, June 1915). In 1934, when 
drafting his theses, ‘War and the Fourth 
International’, Trotsky left out ‘defeatism’ 
altogether, only including the slogan af¬ 
ter some of his followers insisted, and 
then he gave it a meaning consistent with 
his World War I views (see Joubert in 
Revolutionary History Vol 1, No3). 

What Trotsky meant by ‘military sup¬ 
port’ was the kind of support given by 
his followers and others during the Span¬ 
ish civil war to tlie bourgeois republican 
government against fascism: ie, actually 
fighting on their side whilst seeking to or¬ 
ganise workers’ militias independently. I 
can hardly imagine Michael Little and his 
friends going to Iraq to fight on the side 
of the islamist ‘resistance’, though no 
doubt they are having fun pretending in 
the fields outside Seattle. 

Most of all, the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty lias no trouble deciding whose side 
we’re on in Iraq - we’re on tlie side of the 
Iraqi working class and its emerging labour 
movement. That means arguing for work¬ 
ing class independence from the occupa¬ 
tion forces and from the so-called 
resistance. It means understanding that the 
working class is tlie crucial agent of pro¬ 
gressive change in Iraq, and that socialists, 
in Britain and the US above all, should do 
everything possible to make solidarity with 
the Iraqi workers’ organisations that have 
developed over the last year or so. 

The central flaw in the reasoning of 
Little, as Trotsky pointed out during World 
War I, is that it matters who defeats impe¬ 
rialism. We positively want the victory of 
the working class. But for inverted nation¬ 
alists like Little, who emphasise the ‘de¬ 
feat of imperialism’, the consequences of 
a victory for the islamist resistance - for 
workers, for women, for national minori¬ 
ties, etc - don’t seem to count. This is tlie 
politics of negativism - indeed of nihilism 
- and it offers the international working 
class no perspective at all. 

Paul Hampton 
AWL 



People who do not support resistance to 
imperialism claim those that do are moti¬ 


vated by a belief that ‘my enemy’s enemy 
is my friend’. Yet this is hardly ever claimed 
to be the reason by those who do sup¬ 
port such resistance. 

While Ian Donovan appears to be 
motivated by ‘democratic’ principles and 
an opposition to inequality and injustice, 
this does not seem to be the case with the 
AWL and half the CPGB. If you are 
against imperialism, it does not only have 
to be because of some snide strategy 
with regard to the inherent decline of the 
‘higher stage of capitalism’. If your social¬ 
ism is based on principles, then you are 
naturally against inequality and oppres¬ 
sion with regard to gender, sexuality, na¬ 
tionality, religion, etc, as well as class. 

No one really supported striking min¬ 
ers as some clever tactic to get more equal¬ 
ity for women. People did not take a 
neutral position after weighing up the 
views of miners and management on the 
issue of homophobia. While the miners’ 
struggle was predominantly related to 
class, tire resistance in Iraq relates to domi¬ 
nation based on nationality and/or reli¬ 
gion. It is not that Iraqi people are bom to 
be ‘goodies’ or ‘our kind of people’, but 
we should note efforts and struggles 
against imperialism. 

Ideally tire genuine left in Iraq should 
fight for hegemony in this struggle, but 
the fake left collaborate with various 
strands of imperialism (US-UK or UN- 
European). 

Bob Harding 
Norwich 

Disoiganised 

forum 

My daughter worked as a volunteer at tlie 
European Social Forum. She said it was 
the most disorganised, badly managed 
event she has ever attended. The so- 
called leader didn’t have a clue what was 
going on. No accommodation organised 
for people and a lot of speakers did not 
turn up. Was it worth spending taxpay¬ 
ers’ money to hold this? 

Mike Sharpies 
email 

True murder 
representation 

As a sacked miner from the Nottingham 
area, I thought ‘Murder of a militant miner’ 
was a good article which gives a true rep¬ 
resentation of events as they stand and 
not a biased opinion of miners, as is given 
usually in the press (Weekly Worker Au¬ 
gust 12). 

Robert Andrew 
email 

Supported 

My attention has been directed to the 
article, ‘In safe hands?’ ( Weekly Worker 
September 30). While you are obviously 
entitled to your own views about my ef¬ 
fectiveness or otherwise as a member of 
the trade union section of the Labour 
Paity NEC, your example is inaccurate and 
I expect it to be corrected: I supported 
George Galloway. 

Diana Holland 

TGWU national organiser for women, 
race and equalities 


New CPGB book 


Capitalism is incapable of uniting Europe 
democratically, argues Jack Conrad -there is 
only quasi-unity and a quasi-democracy. The 
historically long overdue task of uniting 
Europe falls to the working class - as 
envisaged by Friedrich Engels, Karl Kautsky 
and Leon Trotsky. 
ppl78, £5 or €8 

send a cheque or postal order to the CPGB’s 
address or pay via PayPal on our website 
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ESF DEMO 


Damning criticism 



Trafalgar Square: British speakers 


W hat was originally to have been 

a demonstration of the Euro- ^ 
pean Social Forum at the end of ^ 
three days of discussion and debate was P 
effectively hijacked by the Socialist Work- ^ 
ers Party and turned into a Stop the War 
Coalition event, with the Campaign for 
Nuclear Disannament and the Muslim As¬ 
sociation of Britain invited as co-spon¬ 
sors. 

The main theme of the demo, as agreed 
by the European ESF assembly, was: ‘For 
another Europe in another world’. Of 
course, the occupation of Iraq is the most 
pressing political issue facing the left. 
Nevertheless there can be no doubt that 
the SWP does not take the European 
Union seriously. It is a bore. Nor therefore 
does it take seriously the vital task of or¬ 
ganising coordinated working class resist¬ 
ance across Europe. 

In typical SWP fashion the ESF was to¬ 
tally marginalised. In the SWP mindset 
they run things here in Britain and brook 
no interference. ‘For another Europe in 
another world’ was completely absent 
from STWC advertising, which promoted 
the demo under the slogan, ‘Time to go: 
Bush out! Troops out!’ At the rally itself 
the main poster on Nelson’s column in 
Trafalgar Square is a good example of 
SWP marketing - in large print at the top 
on a coloured background was ‘Stop the 
war’ and ‘No to racism’, while smaller and 
in black and white (and disappearing be¬ 
hind the stage) was ‘No privatisation’ and, 
at the bottom, ‘For a Europe of peace and 
social justice’. 

In a line-up of three chairs and about 20 
speakers, most of whom were not very 
good, the most shameful thing was the 
exclusion of Europeans generally and ESF 
speakers in particular. Aside from a repre¬ 
sentative from Palestine and Che 
Guevara's daughter from Cuba, this was a 
British-only platform. Of course several of 
the approved speakers welcomed the Eu¬ 
ropeans and made mention of the ESF, but 
being merely polite to guests expected to 
keep quiet and listen is just sheer arro¬ 
gance. 

In its own terms as an anti-war demon¬ 
stration, it was a success. The bulk of the 
march was good-natured and lively. It was 
large: figures are disputed between the tra¬ 
ditionally low police estimate of 20,000 
(which means they probably thought there 
were at least 40,000) and the organisers’ 
75,000 (later revised up to 100,000). 

It is difficult to be accurate, as the march 
was considerably slowed by police-im¬ 
posed bottlenecks to film and photograph 
demonstrators and generally hold things 
up. There were also those irritating little 
groups that slow things up by staging 
their own mini-demos that invite the po¬ 
lice to interfere. My view is that the organ¬ 
isers’ estimate is as silly as that of the police 
and I see nothing to be gained in exagger¬ 
ating, or trying to pretend that it was big¬ 
ger than the one in Paris last year. My own 
estimate is 40,000-50,000 - and that is a 
good-sized demonstration. 

Some of the speeches were difficult to 
hear due to a police helicopter constantly 
hovering at low level over the square (per¬ 
haps this was the intention, although no 
doubt a great deal of filming was also go¬ 
ing on). A number of morally indignant 
speakers called on Tony Blair to resign 
without much thought as to what would 
follow. Some of the more radical sugges¬ 
tions came from Christian moralists such 
as Bruce Kent. 

Andrew Murray (STWC and the Morn¬ 
ing Star's Communist Party of Britain) in 
his introduction to Natfhe general secre¬ 
tary Paul Mackney over-egged it some¬ 
what when he referred to “particularly 
strong union support”. In fact there was 
support from some union bureaucrats. 
What was particularly noticeable to me 
was the lack of union support amongst 
ordinary members. This is a weakness to 
be confronted. 

Comrade Mackney made a reasonable 


speech against imperialism and for peace 
and justice in the Middle East, but it was 
standard fare. Ken Livingstone’s adviser 
on race, Lee Jasper spoke of the evils of 
racism and then, excitedly and not quite in 
tune with the SWP agenda, actually 
quoted the decision of the Assembly of 
Social Movements and its call for a Eu¬ 
rope-wide day of action on April 2 2005. 

Bruce Kent (former chair, CND) opened 
with a comical dig at atheists, saying he 
had prayed for it to stop raining and now 
“the sun is shining”. The joke was on him 
later when it pissed down. Refemng to the 
ESF at Alexandra Palace, the monsignor 
came up with a radical suggestion: for next 
time - “Buckingham Palace, why not? Eve¬ 
ryone else can climb over the wall”. Fie 
went further than simply calling for Blair’s 
resignation: “I want to see him sit next to 
Milosevic in the war crimes tribunal in the 
Plague.” 

After Jenny Jones (Green Party ) made a 
rather bland speech about what for her 
were the three global issues - the threat of 
nuclear war, environment and poverty - 
Tommy Sheridan of the Scottish Socialist 
Party - normally a good speaker - got off 
to a lacklustre start with a Walt Disney 
portrayal of Blair and co. He reduced the 
whole imperialist strategy to oil - a signifi¬ 
cant but not the only or even most impor¬ 
tant consideration for Bush. He also threw 
in the demagogic appeal for Tony Blair to 
send his own son to fight in Iraq if his 
cause was so noble. Holding up the pros¬ 
pect of building a better world, Tommy 
came up with the distinctly soft, “Peace, 
love and human solidarity”. Equally soft 
was fighting against “poverty and in¬ 
equality of wealth”. Not his best perform- 
ance. 

Barry Campfield (TGWU assistant gen¬ 
eral secretary) made an uninspiring speech 
about government accountability. He 
combined a plaintive plea that govern¬ 
ments listen with the need to organise 
across Europe. 

George Galloway, an accomplished 
speaker, referring to the discussions and 
debates at the ESF, summed up its conclu¬ 
sions as “No to war, no to savage capital¬ 
ist globalisation”. Focusing on the battle 
at Fallujah, he characterised the struggle 
there as “a new Stalingrad”. 

Tony Benn, demanded an end to the 
“aggressive imperialist war” in Iraq and for 
withdrawal of troops: “This is a war of lib¬ 


eration from our rulers.” If the Americans 
get away with it in Iraq, will it be Cuba, Iran 
or Syria next? But, according to Tony 
Berm, “no power on earth can stop us”. 

The last speaker, Chris Nineham (SWP), 
was one of the better ones. Reminding us 
that everything that the anti-war movement 
said about Iraq has been proved right, he 
paid tribute to the worldwide demonstra¬ 
tions of February 15 2003 and announced 
another global day of action against the 
war for March 19 and 20 2005, the anniver¬ 
sary of the attack. 

An incident to the rear of the stage that 
resulted in several people being arrested 
has now escalated into a full-blown row 
between the British organisers and Euro¬ 
pean delegates on the official ESF email 
discussion list. Early in the rally word went 
round that the police had surrounded vari¬ 
ous anarchists at Kings Cross and had 
arrested four people. 

This group eventually made it to Trafal¬ 
gar Square and fried to access the stage in 
order to give “information” about the ar¬ 
rests. Stewards fought to hold them back. 
Of course, the vast majority of people at 
the protest could not see this or ascertain 
what it was all about. But during the speech 
from Aleida Guevara, one of the co-chairs, 
Kate Hudson of the Campaign for Nuclear 
Disarmament (and the Morning Star’s 
Communist Party of Britain), announced 
that “people are frying to stomi the stage.” 
She was given a cheer and a further eight 
arrests resulted. Claims that stewards 
called the police are denied. And it should 
be added that Hudson’s co-chair and fel¬ 
low CPBer Andrew Murray did mention 
the Kings Cross arrests and demand the 
release of the detainees. 

Two conflicting attitudes have emerged. 

One of those arrested, Javier Ruiz, states 
that the group earlier involved in protests 
at the ESF over exclusion and lack of trans¬ 
parency were trying to “negotiate space 
to speak on the stage”. The implication 
being that they wanted to criticise ESF 
organisation in London from the rally plat¬ 
form. 

In his statement Alex Callinicos (SWP) 
says this is inaccurate. He accuses a “black 
bloc” of attempting to storm the stage, at¬ 
tacking stewards in the process, under the 
pretext of reporting the earlier incident with 
police at Kings Cross. He says that the or¬ 
ganisers (that is, the SWP/SA-dominated 
British committee) were already working 


with Italian comrades to secure the release 
of those arrested, adding that the police 
seized on this incident to start behaving 
more aggressively everywhere: “Of course 
there is room for debate for the organisa¬ 
tion and content of the London ESF - as 
there is of all the social forums,” states com¬ 
rade Callinicos - ah, if only that were true. 

Kees Hudig from the Netherlands then 
joined the dispute, saying there was no 
“black bloc” - the group included anar¬ 
chists, but was in fact very diverse. Com¬ 
rade Hudig says that all they wanted was 
space on the stage to report the earlier in¬ 
cident. 

However, the most damning criticism 
comes from comrade Piero Bemocchi of 
the Italian trade union, Cobas, and Rifon- 
dazione Comunista: “The closing rally for 
the European Social Forum in London has 
been deeply man'ed by the intolerable be¬ 
haviour of the British organising commit¬ 
tee, and in particular by the forces that 
dominate it: the Socialist Workers Party, 
Socialist Action (the group behind Lon¬ 
don’s mayor, Ken Livingstone) and some 
trade unions.” 

Disagreeing with comrade Callinicos, he 
says of the arrests that, despite “tire insist¬ 
ent requests from the Italian delegation at 
the head of the march to demand their lib¬ 
eration, the British committee did not say 
a word.” Comrade Bernocchi adds that, 
when trying to get news of the arrests 
announced from the platform, “we discov¬ 
ered that access to this was restricted to 
the British committee. Instead of the agreed 
concert, we had around 20 speeches mo¬ 
nopolised by the English to the exclusion 
of all other European delegations.” 

Cobas has denounced the “grave re¬ 
sponsibility of the British committee and 
the organisations involved, who have 
managed the rally as if it was their own, 
and have used the police to ‘solve’ the 
conflicts in the movement.” Cobas con¬ 
cludes that we will “talk about this, and 
about how to make sure that events like 
those that happened in London are never 
repeated”, in the next European assembly 
in Paris on December 18 and 19. 

Whatever fault may lie with tire methods 
of anarchists, the root of tire problem is the 
undemocratic and excessive control-freak- 
ery exercised by the SWP and its SA and 
CPB partners. Together they have brought 
discredit upon the ESF • 

Alan Stevens 


ACTION 


London 

Communist 

Forum 

Sunday October 24, 5pm - 
‘Reorientation of 19th cen¬ 
tury socialism’, using Istvan 
Meszaros’s The power of 
ideology as a study guide. 
Diorama Arts Centre, 34 
Osnaburgh Street, London 
NW1 (nearest tubes: Re¬ 
gents Park, Great Portland 
Street). 

Defend Council 
Housing 

National conference, Friday 
October 29. Registration: 
10.30am, TUC, Congress 
House, London WC1 (near¬ 
est tube: Tottenham Court 
Road). Tenants: £5; council¬ 
lors, trade unions, etc: £12. 
PO Box 33519, London E8 
4XW; 020 7987 9989; info@- 
defendcouncilhousing.org.uk 

Respect events 

Havant: 

Public meeting, Thursday 
November 11,7.30pm, Bed- 
hampton Arts Centre, Bed- 
hampton Road. 

Lincoln: 

Public meeting, Sunday No¬ 
vember 21, 4pm, the Sun 
cafe, opposite Lincoln sta¬ 
tion. 

Power of 
imagery 

Illustrated talk by Peter 
Kennard, political photogra¬ 
pher and exponent of pho¬ 
tomontage. 

Liverpool: Thursday No¬ 
vember 18, 7.30pm, Open 
Eye Gallery. 

Blackburn: Friday Novem¬ 
ber 19,7.30pm, main library. 
Tickets: £4 (£3 concessions) 
at least one week in advance 
from Redeye Photography 
Network: 0845 4560260; 
info@redeye.org.uk; on the 
door: £5. 

Poetry 

competition 

On the theme of war and oc¬ 
cupation. Organised by Iraq 
Occupation Focus and Red 
Pepper. Judge: Adrian Mit¬ 
chell. First prize: £100. Win¬ 
ning poems published in 
Red Pepper. Entry fee: £3 for 
first entry; £2 for each sub¬ 
sequent entry. Closing date 
for submissions: November 
13. Entry fonn: 
www.iraqoccupationfoc- 
us.org.uk/resources/ 
IOF_poetrycomp_form. pdf 
Cheques/POs payable to 
‘Iraq Occupation Focus’ 
with poems and entry fonn 
to: IOF Poetry Competition, 
c/o Red Pepper Magazine, 
IB Waterlow Road, London 
N195NJ. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolution¬ 
ary Democratic Group, email 
rdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and 
keep the struggle going. Put 
our Party’s name and ad¬ 
dress, together with the 
amount you wish to leave, in 
your will. If you need further 
help, do not hesitate to con¬ 
tact us. 
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CHURCH _ 

Socialist Equality Party 
(USA) - www.wsws.oig/ 
us2004 

Avoiding 

cooperation 

A lready a number of reports have claimed that early voting in key ‘swing 
states’ have been plagued by a series of problems. In Florida, the scene 
of the previous electoral farce, the machinery brought in to avoid the 
controversy over dimpled and pregnant chads has been prone to breakdowns 
and ‘network failures’. Even worse are claims that Florida has yet to process 
voter registration forms for up to 11,000 black residents. The crisis of US bour¬ 
geois democracy is poised to end in yet another results night fiasco. 

The US Socialist Equality Party, a splinter from the break-up of Gerry Hea- 
ly’s fonner ‘international’ and the organisers of the well known World Social¬ 
ist Web Site, has unfortunately decided to go down the well trodden 
economistic road travelled by the Socialist Workers Party (US) and Workers 
World Party. Instead of tackling the democratic deficit head on, the comrades 
demand “a socialist programme for jobs, education, healthcare!” and the 
obligatory “Stop the war in Iraq!” While these are necessary component parts 
of any socialist political strategy, the failure to put democratic demands on an 
equal footing tends to undermine their silly claim that “SEP candidates are the 
only candidates in the 2004 election providing a revolutionary socialist alter¬ 
native ...” 

The website’s centre piece is a SEP 2004 Committee statement calling for 
WSWS readers and SEP supporters to volunteer time and resources for the 
campaign. Unfortunately for the comrades their campaign appears to be much 
smaller than those of other socialists, having only secured ballot access for 
the presidency in seven states, as well as candidatures for Congress in Maine 
and for state representative in Illinois. The need for small biographies of SEP 
nominees has not been overlooked either. The SEP presidential candidate is 
Bill Van Auken, a member of the group for 33 years and currently employed as 
a full-time writer for WSWS. The vice-presidential nominee is comrade Jim 
Lawrence, a retired auto worker with a militant record stretching back 30 or so 
years. An ungenerous reading of this suggests the hack has won out over 
the trade unionist. From the campaign’s perspective perhaps it would have 
been better to swap the nominations over. 

The committee statement moves on to attack the ‘alternative’ of the Kerry- 
Edwards ticket. Despite more Healyite posturing creeping in (“only our cam¬ 
paign opposes the war in Iraq and calls for the immediate and unconditional 
withdrawal of all US troops”), they are right when arguing that the Democrats 
are conducting a campaign on the same rightwing terrain as Bush-Cheney. 
SEP also condemns the Democrats’ shameful anti-democratic activities around 
the election, highlighting their miserable attempts to keep Nader, the Greens 
and other anti-establishment parties off the ballot. The comrades also talk about 
the University of Illinois’ harassment of Tom Mackaman, SEP’s state legisla¬ 
ture candidate. This coincidentally comes after an unsuccessful challenge to 
his candidacy by the Democrats. The account of ballot-spiking continues 
with a description of how the Ohio secretary of state arbitrarily rejected two 
thirds of the signatures SEP obtained to get on the ballot, before finally finish¬ 
ing with the customary rhetorical flourish. 

In addition the site features bite-sized reports of varying quality on how 
the campaign is going on a state-by-state basis. This could have been a 
worthwhile feature, but the variance in detail (‘Illinois’ has more infonnation 
on the undemocratic shenanigans SEP faces, while ‘Colorado’ merely invites 
support for the campaign) and infrequency of updates makes this a missed 
opportunity. 

The SEP platfomi will not win prizes for prime positioning, but it does ex¬ 
pand greatly on its committee statement. Of the socialist groups running for 
president, the SEP’s document is closest to a manifesto. Prior to setting out its 
list of demands, the comrades in a rare moment of modesty, recognise that 
their campaign will be limited and poll few votes, but this does not matter. Its 
purpose “is to raise the level of political debate ... to break out of the strait- 
jacket of rightwing bourgeois politics ... and lay down the programmatic foun¬ 
dations for the building of a mass movement for a revolutionary 
transformation”. 

While SEP is correct in setting this objective for its electoral work, as ever 
the comrades cannot conceive that this would be best achieved in coopera¬ 
tion with other socialists working toward the same goal. There were no sur¬ 
prises when entering Socialist Party USA, SWP and WWP into the site search 
engine turned up nothing but four-year-old polemics. This failure of social¬ 
ists to even attempt electoral cooperation will ensure the continued marginali¬ 
sation of working class politics in this election • 

Phil Hamilton 



Gay bishop and 


O nce again the Anglican com¬ 
munion is in the throes of a self- 
inflicted crisis. Talk of schism is 
in the air as several of the national 
churches comprising this 76-million- 
strong federation are threatening to 
break away from the parent see of Can¬ 
terbury. And once again the controversy 
is about sex - worse still, gay sex. 

First a bit of perspective. Ten years 
ago, as you recall, the issue which 
seemed to threaten schism was women 
priests. After spending some 20 years 
in often acrimonious debate, synod fi¬ 
nally decided that women could validly 
be ordained as priests in the Church of 
England. Bristol cathedral was the place 
where history was made in 1994, when 
36 women were present to be admitted 
to the order of priesthood. The trickle 
became something of a torrent. Women 
now comprise around 20% of all parish 
clergy in England. Many hold higher 
positions of responsibility and some 
have even become deans. Soon, inevi¬ 
tably, there will be women bishops. 

And yet there have been no thunder¬ 
bolts from on high, nor any other sign of 
divine wrath. In fact liberal Christians 
might argue that this hard fought and hard 
won step in the direction of sexual equal¬ 
ity was, theologically, a very belated reaf- 
fnmation of the doctrine of the incarnation 
- when god became ‘man’, taking upon 
himself human flesh, he gave to human¬ 
kind as a whole , regardless of gender, the 
chance of participating in his own ‘divine 
nature and being’. Indeed, they might also 
tell you that without Mary’s own fiat it 
could not have happened. 

True, around 430 priests either defected 
to Rome or took a financial package. 
Those who went over to Rome presented 
acute problems for the then primate, his 
eminence Basil, cardinal Flulme. In the first 
place, the encyclical Apostolicae Curae 
(1896) of pope Leo XIII declared Angli¬ 
can orders null and void. So they would 
technically have to be reordained. Sec¬ 
ondly, many of them had wives and chil¬ 
dren. So if they were admitted to the 
Roman catholic priesthood, England 
would overnight acquire married catho¬ 
lic priests. What about his holiness pope 
John Paul II’s oft reiterated declarations 
that priestly celibacy was intrinsic to the 
church and therefore non-negotiable? 
Naturally, nobody gave much of a damn 
for those catholic priests who had been 
dutifully ploughing a lonely furrow all 
their lives, bereft of the consolations of a 
wife and family. But - miraculously, you 
might say - all this was smoothed over in 
a remarkably short time. The Roman 
catholic church in England was short of 
priests, while the Anglicans wanted rid 
of their troublemakers. If needs must... 

True also, there are still inveterately 
misogynist clergy and parishioners 
(many, perhaps a majority, of the latter 
are actually women) within the Church 
of England who refuse to serve with or 
be served by female priests. These are 
the types who say that christ was a man, 
the apostles were men, so you might just 
as well ordain a potato as a woman. 


Hmm. The ‘needs’ of such refuseniks are 
met by ‘flying bishops' (not literally, of 
course) who often themselves fully or 
partially reject the validity of female 
priesthood. 

I begin with this historical sketch in 
order to show that the Church of Eng¬ 
land and the Anglican communion in 
general has historically operated on the 
basis of pragmatism, fudges and com¬ 
promises, through which, albeit very 
gradually and painfully, you have seen 
some kind of movement towards a more 
rational attitude on questions of gender 
and sexuality. Nonetheless, to put it 
mildly, the church is still bedevilled by 
huge contradictions. 

Where homosexuality is concerned, 
the contradiction is most acute. On the 
one hand there are those who grudg¬ 
ingly acknowledge that the homosexual 
‘condition’ (they see it as a kind of dis¬ 
ease from which by the aid of prayer you 
can be ‘cured’) obviously exists. To be a 
queer or a lesbian is deeply unfortunate 
of course, but so long as you do not do 
anything about it, you are all right ( sort 
of). But if, god forbid, you give physical 
expression to your sexuality - ie, if you 
live and realise your own identity as a 
human being - then you are damned. The 
biblical ‘justification’ for their gay-hatred 
rests on some obscure passages in the 
Old Testament and on the rantings of St 
Paul in his epistles. 

On the other hand, there are those 
Christians in the Anglican communion 
who prefer to point to the ‘fact’ that Je¬ 
sus was a man who sided with the out¬ 
casts of society. Gays are not mentioned 
in the scriptures, but for those liberals 
who attempt to square their faith with 
modem political correctness it is best to 
ignore the likes of Paul. Surely Jesus 
would have identified and sided with 
those who are persecuted, injured, even 
killed because of their sexual orientation? 
Any other Jesus in fact is unthinkable 
for the sort of Christians for whom love 
is the beginning and end of the gospel 
message. 

It was this latter sort, among them no 
less than 50 bishops who gathered last 
year at the consecration of Gene Robin¬ 
son as bishop of New Hampshire, the 
first openly homosexual bishop in the 
Anglican communion. I use the word 
‘openly’ advisedly. There are, I am sure, 
other gay bishops, perhaps many, but it 
is not my business to ‘out’ them. Gene 


certainly ‘came out’ - an act which, inci¬ 
dentally required real courage - when I 
do not know, but everyone knew he was 
gay and I imagine his election rested on 
his service and dedication to the church. 

But the reaction which followed was 
quite sickening. For his truthfulness 
Gene was reviled by those Christians for 
whom love (and conformity to the mod¬ 
ern consensus) is not the be-all-and- 
end-all of their religion. All that mattered 
to them was that he was gay and there¬ 
fore, in their eyes, beyond the pale. All 
the customary, putrid vomit of ‘biblical’ 
denunciation, prejudice, hate and fear 
disguised as theology poured forth. 
And guess where from? Not the quiet 
confines of some university or college 
theological faculty, but primarily from the 
prelates of the Anglican church in Africa 
- a continent where religion is actually 
growing. To them Gene Robinson was 
an offence, an affront. Africa matters. 
Africa had to be appeased and per¬ 
suaded not to form its own schismatic 
branch of Anglicanism. 

The ‘solution’ was an attempt at a 
characteristically pragmatic fudge. Set 
up a committee. Find a compromise. 
Rowan Williams, archbishop of Canter¬ 
bury, duly appointed Robin Eames, arch¬ 
bishop of Armagh and primate of 
Ireland, to chair a Lambeth commission 
of 17 other prelates to deal with the case. 
Their primary mission was clearly to 
avoid a split in the communion. But the 
outcome of their deliberations, delivered 
at a press conference at St Paul’s Cathe¬ 
dral on Monday October 18, has, predict¬ 
ably, satisfied nobody. 

Intended as part of a “pilgrimage to¬ 
wards healing and reconciliation”, the 
so-called Windsor report could have 
been a real milestone in the ‘rehabilita¬ 
tion’ of homosexuals in the church. It 
could have told its reactionary wing 
where to get off - with all due humility, of 
course. Instead, true to form, it ducked 
the hard questions and dished out 
blame on both sides: the archbishops 
who presided over Gene Robinson’s 
consecration and installation are or¬ 
dered to apologise for participating in 
defying orthodox doctrine (canon law 
and democracy obviously count for 
nothing when the stakes are this high) 
and in effect ‘consider their positions’. 

The African prelates who denounced 
Gene Robinson are criticised for what the 
report calls their attempts to “demonise” 


Respect annual conference 

Saturday October 30, Sunday October 31, 

Camden Centre, Camden Town Hall, Judd Street, London WC1. 

One delegate per 10 members. Deadline for registration of 
delegates: Monday October 25. Outgoing executive council 
members have voting and speaking rights. Resolutions and 
amendments: from executive, EC members, local meetings or not 
less than 20 paid up members. Closing date for amendments: 
Wednesday October 27. Election of EC by voting between slates. 
Alternative slates must be submitted by Wednesday October 27. 
Respect members can attend as observers - first come, first 
served. Delegates: £20; observers: £10. 020 7170 4030/4031; 
office@respectcoalition.org. 


Join the Respect Unity Coalition 


Complete this slip and send it to: 

Respect - The Unity Coalition 
Winchester House 
259-269 Old Marylebone Road 
London NW1 5RA 

Include a cheque for a minimum of £10, 
or more if you wish to make a donation, 
payable to Unity Political Fund. 


□ I wish to join the Respect Unity Coalition 

Name_ 

Address_ 


Town/city_ 

Postcode Phone 

Email_ 


n 


j 









the bigots 


homosexuality: their attention is rightly 
drawn to the fact that persecuting and 
ill-treating minorities is inconsistent with 
“Christian charity and basic principles of 
moral care”. In Africa, where hunger, 
thirst and disease - especially HIV and 
aids - afflict a population literally crying 
out for help, there is perhaps a certain 
hypocrisy in being more concerned with 
the sexual preferences of one individual 
thousands of miles away. Some would 
say, however, that the call for an apol¬ 
ogy is not a little hypocritical too. 

The Windsor report was a great dis¬ 
appointment to many who thought of it 
as a window of opportunity. But that 
window has been left firmly shut by cow¬ 
ards and equivocators who prefer to try 
and preserve the notional unity of the 
church at all costs, even if it means drop¬ 
ping their so-called commitment to ‘love’ 
and ‘tolerance’. 

Thank god, if I might use that phrase, 
the bishops in the USA declined to 
apologised for Gene Robinson’s election 
- or did they? Bishop Frank Griswold, 
primate of the US episcopal church, did 
reportedly express mealy-mouthed “re¬ 
gret” for having offended ultra-reaction- 
ary sensitivities - although the very idea 
of saying sorry for not having enforced 
discrimination and disban'ed a candidate 
purely on the grounds of his sexuality is 
laughable. Still, what can you expect from 
such fair-weather ‘modernisers’? 

After he had finished grovelling, 
Griswold explained that the Anglican 
church in the US has been hying to live 
the gospel “in a society where homo¬ 
sexuality is openly discussed and in¬ 
creasingly acknowledged” and went on 
to talk of the other provinces of the 
Anglican church which are “blessed by 
the lives and ministry of homosexual 
persons”, but where it is “unsafe for 
them to speak out the truth of who they 
are”. There again, trying to bring yester¬ 
day’s doctrine in line with today’s ac¬ 
cepted norms has always been a bit of a 
problem for followers of institutionalised 



Bishop Eames: let them eat fudge 


superstition 

The only concrete recommendation of 
the Windsor report is the call for a “mora¬ 
torium” on the promotion of any person 
“living in a same gender union” to the 
episcopacy. In other words, just stop 
consecrating openly gay senior clergy 
if they openly live out the truth of their 
lives. The subtext says that if they have 
forsworn and denied any expression of 
their sexuality and live a celibate life, or 
even perhaps if they keep it under cov¬ 
ers, then they can be bishops. How pa¬ 
thetic can you get? The “moratorium”, 
backed up by some kind of as yet 
undrafted “covenant”, is to remain in 
force “until some new consensus in the 
Anglican communion emerges”. 

Clearly the Anglican church, whatever 
the views of many prelates, theologians, 


pastors and ordinary church-goers, is far 
from ready to come to a tolerant under¬ 
standing of homosexuality in general. 
The lessons of history suggest that, as 
in the case of women priests, some kind 
of compromise might eventually be put 
together. But any such fudge would be 
wholly inadequate. 

It was Marx who said that to be radical 
is to get to the root of tilings and that “for 
man the root is man himself’, acknowl¬ 
edging the essential dignity and worth of 
all human beings, whatever their gender, 
race or sexual orientation. Historically, 
none of the institutions of organised 
Christianity have lived up to this message, 
which is actually implicit in the practice of 
the man-god they follow - Jesus, the 
apocalyptic revolutionary • 

Michael Malkin 


CPGB weekend school, November 13-14, London 

The USSR and the rule of the woitdng class 

The Russian revolution of 1917 was the greatest event in human history. The working class 
conquered state power and opened the path to general human freedom. But it ended in tragedy and 
horror. 

The left so far has not adequately accounted for the ignominious collapse of the world’s first workers’ 
state. What does this debacle tell us about the relationship between socialism and democracy, the 
nature of working class rule, the laws of development of the Soviet social formation? 

The forces of proletarian socialism lost the battle of the 20th century. Rearming ourselves 
theoretically for the 21st is inseparable from understanding the reasons for that defeat, explaining to 
our class how what we had won in the USSR was taken from us. 


Saturday, November 13, from 11am 

Session 1: The dictatorship of the proletariat 
Session 2: The global significance of October 
evening social with buffet 

Sunday, November 14, from Ham 

Session 3: Why the soviet social formation was 
unviable 

Session 4: Putin’s Russia and the decline of capitalism 

Speakers include Hillel Ticktin (editor Critique), 

Jack Conrad (CPGB) and Mark Fischer (CPGB) 


Skylight Studio, Diorama Arts Centre 
34 Osnaburgh Street, London 
nearest tube stn: Great Portland Street, 
Regents Park 

waged: £10, unwaged £5 

Send us a cheque or postal order now to 
reserve your place. 


VIEW FROM THE US LEFT 

Martin Schreader, editor of Appeal to Reason, 
paper of the revolutionary Debs faction of the 
Socialist Party USA 


Learning 


lessons 


I n my previous columns, I have talked a lot about the capitalist parties, 
their candidates and positions. With less than two weeks to go before the 
election, now would seem to be a good time to talk about how independ¬ 
ent and radicalised workers are reacting. 

Last Sunday, October 17, the Million Worker March was held in Washing¬ 
ton, DC. The International Longshore and Warehouse Union, the main 
dockworkers’ union on the west coast, initiated the event, and organised it 
with the assistance of local unions and leftwing organisations across the 
country. The march put forward a series of concrete demands ranging from 
universal healthcare and abolition of restrictive anti-labour laws to demo¬ 
cratic control of the media and the economy. 

The immediate goal of the MWM, according to organisers, was to “gauge 
where workers are” - to see how many workers were open to a radical-demo¬ 
cratic and socialist platform. The ultimate goal would have been to use the 
march as the basis for beginning to build a new political party of working 
people. 

Thus, it is disappointing to report that, according to the most generous es¬ 
timates, only about 50,000 people made it to the Lincoln Memorial for the event. 
But this is not the end of the story, and it would be a capital mistake to judge 
either the sentiment or radicalism of working people in the US based on this 
turnout. In fact, the story of the Million Worker March is a story of sabotage 
and betrayal. From the beginning the organisers had to fight not only the rep¬ 
resentatives of the two capitalist parties, but also the leaderships of the main 
trade union federation in the US, the AFL-CIO. 

Shortly after the ILWU announced its intention to organise the march, an 
edict from the headquarters of the AFL-CIO was issued to all member un¬ 
ions. According to the AFL-CIO leaders, the Million Worker March inter¬ 
fered with their campaign to get the Democratic candidate, John Kerry, elected. 
Thus, unions were not only discouraged from endorsing and organising for 
the MWM, they were told in no uncertain tenns that participating in the or¬ 
ganising could jeopardise their standing in the federation. Nevertheless, 
hundreds of local branches, dozens of regional labour councils and a hand¬ 
ful of national unions endorsed the march and assisted in the organisation. 

As the day of the march came closer, however, and it looked like tire MWM 
might be moderately successful, the AFL-CIO leadership took a harder line 
against those unions that were involved. According to several sources within 
local union leaderships, in the two weeks prior to the march, AFL-CIO func¬ 
tionaries were contacting union officials and threatening them with every¬ 
thing from financial strangulation to involuntary disaffiliation if they did not 
stop their activities. 

Hie most sickening sabotage, though, took place on the day of the march 
itself. According to reports read from the platform at the event, dozens of 
buses bringing workers to Washington were diverted to Robert F Kennedy 
stadium, where agents from the Department of Homeland Security met them. 
Only a few of these buses bothered to continue on to the march; most of 
them simply turned around and headed back to their cities of origin. 

While the level of conscious collaboration between the two is debatable, 
it seems more than a coincidence that the agents from Homeland Security 
knew which buses to stop. After all, the Million Worker March was not the 
only event happening in Washington on that day where people were com¬ 
ing in from across the country. Someone had to point them out; only repre¬ 
sentatives of the AFL-CIO could have done that. 

This kind of collaboration, whether coordinated or merely parallel, how¬ 
ever, is indicative of the political situation facing workers in the US today. 
Organising anything independently of the two main capitalist parties or the 
‘official’ leaders of the labour movement is not only discouraged: it is ac¬ 
tively opposed. And, as the experience of tire Million Worker March shows, 
if it is something that looks like it could gather a mass following, it is sabo¬ 
taged and attacked from all sides. 

The lessons that working people can take away from the march are many. 
First, the position long held by revolutionary socialists and Marxists that the 
AFL-CIO leaders are wholly tied to the capitalist system - that the social- 
democratic leaders of tire AFL-CIO are truly “labour lieutenants of capital" - 
was vividly confmned. No long or storied lesson in the history of betrayals 
by the AFL-CIO was necessary for those who attended the march. Every 
worker present knew which side the labour officialdom was on - and it was 
not theirs. 

The second lesson workers could take from the experience of the MWM 
is that the Democratic Party and its agents in the AFL-CIO are willing to work 
hand in hand with the most reactionary elements of the Bush regime and its 
armed enforcers to squelch independent action by working people. The fact 
that the AFL-CIO leadership was willing to go along with (if not endorse) the 
use of Homeland Security to stop working people from attending the march 
- especially a march organised by the only union to be threatened with impo¬ 
sition of the Taft-Hartley ‘slave labour’ law in the last 25 years - speaks vol¬ 
umes about whom they serve. 

Finally, the best lesson those attending could take from their experience is 
that, even in spite of all of this sabotage and repression, working people will 
nevertheless stand up for their rights and interests. On this note, I am glad to 
report that the lesson was learned. The MWM coordinators met following 
the close of the event and have announced that there will be conferences 
organised in the coming spring, with an eye toward a second march next 
year. 

The struggle continues, and this author is proud to be a part of it • 
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Where next? 


London’s European Social Forum should be described as a success, says Tina Becker. Hopefully though, this 
year’s event will become known as the last ESF that was simply a carnival of the left: the protests, the police, 
the poor attendance figures, the stitch-ups and the bureaucratic shenanigans have sparked a European-wide 
debate on the need to radically reassess what we are doing 



West Hall: debating Europe 


O ur third European Social Forum 
was a mixed bag. It was fantas¬ 
tic to meet again with thousands 
of socialists and activists from across Eu¬ 
rope. It was very inspiring to make so 
many new political contacts. Some of the 
(smaller) meetings saw truly wide-rang¬ 
ing and interesting debates. 

But still ... Three years running and 
the ESF should really have moved up a 
gear. Instead, the ‘old format’ was sim¬ 
ply copied and spiced up with an even 
stronger stage-managed feel to it. While 
many people I spoke to enjoyed the 
event, they were also questioning the 
purpose of it. What is the outcome? 
Where are our international networks, 
the European-wide campaigns? The 
Assembly of Social Movements ad¬ 
dressed some of those questions, but 
many activists did not even know that 
the ASM or its preparatory meetings 
were taking place. 

Undoubtedly, this year’s event will go 
down as the one with the stage invasions, 
the protests, the small numbers and the 
police presence (groups of two or three 
bobbies were occasionally seen wonder¬ 
ing along the aisles, attempting to chat 
to stallholders and looking nonchalant). 

The event did not quite have the buzz 
of Florence 2002 or the excitement of 
Paris 2003. Also, with well under 20,000 
visitors, less than half the number turned 
up, compared to the last two events. 
Many of the seminars and almost all of 
the plenary sessions in Ally Pally lacked 
any real debate. For example, the packed 
plenary session on Palestine consisted 
mainly of loud screaming about how bad 
the situation in the Middle East was. No 
serious attempt was made to discuss 
outcomes and, more importantly, how we 
ought to organise to achieve them. 

It was often very difficult to follow the 
discussions in any case. The translations 
(provided for free by the volunteer 
group, Babels) were generally - although 
not always - of a good standard, but the 
acoustics in the halls were tenible. Mas¬ 
sive rooms were divided up with only 
four-metre high screens between them. 
In the West Hall in particular you had to 
strain to hear the speaker in front of you 
over the noise from the adjacent session. 

Despite a number of decisions of the 
ESF coordinating committee to guaran¬ 
tee diverse and cheap food at Alexan¬ 
dra Palace, this simply did not happen. 
True, there were stalls selling Chinese 


and Caribbean food at astronomical 
prices - as with the in-house caterers 
there were massive queues. The latter 
seemed to have put up their prices for 
their bland fare. The boards with the 
usual prices were covered up, but I very 
much doubt if a sandwich normally costs 
more than the £3 the ESF activists were 
charged. The hire contract with Alexan¬ 
dra Palace was only signed a week be¬ 
fore, so it could be that - in order to reduce 
the hire costs - the GLA had to guaran¬ 
tee Alexandra Palace a certain level of 
revenue. 

While the transport links between Al¬ 
exandra Palace and Bloomsbury were 
quite good and extra buses were put on, 
most people I have spoken to seemed 
to have stayed at one of the other of the 
venues. I am told that in general the dis¬ 
cussion was better in Bloomsbury, as the 
meeting halls used tended to be smaller 
and more intimate, allowing for real de¬ 
bate. But the different venues were quite 
far apart and as a result small groups of 
ESF activists could be seen wandering 
around - some drifted into the West End, 
went shopping or sat in cafes. That 
might have been enjoyable for them, but 
it did not help to create a sense of unity 
at the ESF. 

Ken’s responsibility 

Much of the responsibility for this year's 
problems lies with London mayor Ken 
Livingstone, who has exercised a tight 
grip over the event. Having financed the 
ESF to the tune of £500,000 using GLA 
money, he mostly decided how it would 
be spent; he insisted that the plenary 
sessions and many key seminars were 
only addressed by his friends and po¬ 
litical allies and ensured that all critical 
voices were sidelined from the various 
preparatory meetings (I myself was twice 
thrown out of meetings of the coordinat¬ 
ing committee) and excluded from the 
decision-making process. 

All this was done with the help of his 
loyal allies in the Socialist Action sect 
and - disgracefully - the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party. The SWP, for example, voted 
against letting a single trade union mili¬ 
tant speak from the platfonn of any ple¬ 
nary session - instead, against sizeable 
opposition, they pushed through vari¬ 
ous members of the trade union bureauc¬ 
racy. Eager to please their new master, 
they denounced anybody who was criti¬ 
cal for wanting to “destroy the ESF”. 


Livingstone’s role not only led to the 
alienation of many groups and individu¬ 
als - it also made the event and the prepa¬ 
rations incredibly bureaucratic, unwieldy 
and slow. 

Rethinking the ESF 

But this year’s event also highlighted the 
lack of a general vision that is crippling 
the European left. While many organi¬ 
sations across the continent recognise 
- in the abstract - the need to build an 
alternative Europe (whatever interpreta¬ 
tion is given to the phrase), very little is 
happening in terms of real, practical co¬ 
ordination and organisation. As in pre¬ 
vious years, the setting up of networks 
was not facilitated at all by the organis¬ 
ers. 

Most of the networking that did hap¬ 
pen was on the level of individual, pre¬ 
viously connected organisations - for 
example, the founding of a campaign for 
a social Europe (see opposite). But there 
were no public attempts to build, say, an 
international campaign for open borders 
across Europe or closer unity between 
national trade union bodies. 

The ESF needs urgent refonn. Fortu¬ 
nately, most European comrades agree 
with this assessment. At the final pre¬ 
paratory assembly on October 14 it was 


decided that the next ESF should take 
place not in 12, but 18 months time. 
Many speakers agreed that, while we 
had become competent at putting on big 
ESF events, we have not been able to 
build alternative political campaigns and 
organisations. In fact, we are often so 
preoccupied with technical problems 
that we have left the question of politics 
almost totally unaddressed. 

Leaving a gap of 18 months until the 
next event risks a slowdown in our co¬ 
ordination. But slowing down is not 
what most comrades want - speaker af¬ 
ter speaker made it clear that we need to 
step up our unity. Therefore, an extraor- 
dinaiy ESF assembly has been called for 
the weekend of December 18-19, which 
will discuss the political future of the ESF. 

Weekly Worker? CPGB? 

On page 7, the ESF programme sports 
the list of all the “organisations that af¬ 
filiated before October 1 ”, An impressive 
162 groups are listed, amongst them 
Agreed Ireland Forum, Dilligence Ad¬ 
vise, Eleca Jeffers and the Zimbabwe 
Women's Network - not exactly organi¬ 
sations you are likely to come across very 
often in the ESF process (or anywhere 
else, for that matter). Ten Unison 
branches are listed, as are seven of the 


Transport and General Workers Union. 
Then there is Workers Power, Red Pep¬ 
per, The Socialist, Socialist Resistance, 
Socialist Appeal, the SWP’s Globalise 
Resistance - and even Alex Callinicos’s 
Project K. 

Now guess which organisation was 
left out? A hint: it was the first to affili¬ 
ate, one of the few to pay the full affilia¬ 
tion fee of £250... Well, I suppose it was 
quite easy to forget the CPGB’s Weekly 
Worker - especially if you compare our 
impact within the ESF with that of groups 
such as the ‘Community group Dr Paizah 
Neave’, the Asian People with Disabili¬ 
ties Alliance, The Buddahpadipa Tem¬ 
ple or the Older Feminists’ Network. 

We take this omission as a compliment 
- it shows we have done a good job in 
exposing the SWP-SA backroom deals 
and bureaucratic stitch-ups. This was 
confirmed to several CPGB comrades by 
ESF participants from across Europe. It 
was truly refreshing and encouraging to 
see how many people had followed the 
Weekly Worker's coverage of the ESF 
and we received many positive com¬ 
ments. 

Over 400 copies of the paper were sold 
on our Ally Pally stall and the best part 
of a thousand were distributed on Sun¬ 
day’s demonstration • 


Language rights and wrongs 


T he session aimed at ensuring the preserva¬ 
tion of Europe’s minority languages turned 
out to be quite controversial. 

The seminar on ‘Identity and language rights in 
Europe’ brought together a number of representa¬ 
tives from countries such as the Basque country, 
Kurdistan and Catalonia. However, the speaker 
who injected the most reactionary perspective on 
language survival and promotion was from 
Cimuned - a pressure group from Wales, which 
campaigns for exclusive use of the Welsh lan¬ 
guage. 

Having made references on several occa¬ 
sions to “English colonisation” of his (and this 
writer’s) home country, perhaps his trump card 
was his call for “some possible restrictions” of 


English people who had thoughts on property 
acquisition in “Cymru”. Such a measure would 
further the “non-dilution” of Welsh by prevent¬ 
ing young Welsh-speaking individuals from be¬ 
ing forced out of their respective communities 
through pressure on house prices. 

Leaving aside the problem of how this would be 
enforced (passport control on both Severn Bridge 
crossings?) and what would happen if a non 
Welsh-speaking Welsh person wanted to buy prop¬ 
erty in a Welsh language area, such a perspective 
is entirely divisive and panders to nationalistic sen¬ 
timent. Of course, when I raised these arguments 
from they floor they fell on deaf ears and the speaker 
from Cimuned failed to respond • 

Bob Davies 


Common fight 

it ecognising same-sex relationships across Europe and beyond’ largely lacked any 

I* clear suggestions on the way forward for lesbian and gay rights, although there 
were some positive contributions from a number of top-table speakers on the importance of 
Unking the fight for equaUty to that of other oppressed sections of society. For example, 
Rowdy Boeyink (Lesbian and Gay CoaUtion Against Racism) spoke of his experience in 
fighting for gay rights simultaneously with the fight for the eradication of racism. 

Controversial points arose concerning the fight for homosexual rights in the armed forces 
and over the Civil Partnership BiU which, according to StonewaU’s Alan Wardle, now pro¬ 
vides a “big step forward” for gays obtaining equal rights with their straight counterparts. 

A woman from the floor spoke about how wrong it was to fight for gay rights in the armed 
forces - forgetting that the fight was for the right to join such bodies if an individual chose 
to do so. Communists would not encourage any individual to join the state’s ‘armed bodies 
of men', but we would certainly fight for the rights of those who do - and combat the prej udice 
which discriminates against lesbians and gays in the forces as elsewhere • 

Will Cane 
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T he CPGB was invited to take part 
in a workshop to discuss the set¬ 
ting up of a campaign ‘for a social 
and democratic Europe’. It was a follow- 
on discussion from the ‘Assembly on 
the constituent process’, which took 
place on May 22-23 in Rome (see Weekly 
Worker May 27). The meeting allowed 
for a very useful exchange of views and 
clarified some points of difference that 
will be further explored at a meeting in 
Paris on December 18. It was also agreed 
to set up an email discussion list prior to 
that event so that an agreed way forward 
could be mapped out. 

One of the main movers behind the 
campaign, Franco Russo of Rifondazi- 
one Comunista, led off the discussion. 
He argued for “multi-level democracy 
within Europe and for a new federalism”. 
He said that “we should forget the old 


debate between Proudhon and Marx” 
and move on. He believed that power 
should be disseminated downwards 
and we should fight for “cosmopolitan 
democracy based on citizenship by resi¬ 
dence". Nation-states were a thing of the 
past. He also argued that the proposed 
constitution was in fact a constitutional 
treaty and should not be legitimised in 
any way. The European parliament must 
be democratised and become truly rep¬ 
resentative - a social Europe. 

Tina Becker responded to these 
points. She agreed that it was vital to 
build an all-European campaign and for 
the closest possible union from below. 
However, it was wrong to ignore the 
continued importance of the nation¬ 
state within Europe. We must organise 
both against our own nation-state as 
well as across Europe. Unlike the ma¬ 


jority of the left in Britain, we do not 
support "the disastrous tactic of pull¬ 
ing out of Europe”, she said. We want 
bottom-up democracy - and need to 
fight for its fullest development as part 
of the struggle for communism. She 
raised problems with the idea of build¬ 
ing a pacifist Europe and noted that 
federalism seems to have been inter¬ 
preted by some in the meeting as a way 
to break up our own forces. In order to 
win peace for humanity we must be pre¬ 
pared to ami ourselves - and be united 
in as centralised a way as possible. 

Simo Endre of the Hungarian Social 
Forum argued that important lessons 
needed to be learned from the experience 
of the Soviet Union and eastern Europe. 
Specifically the lack of democracy within 
these states showed that they could not 
be progressive. “We need to debate the 


Opportunity 

missed 


T he opportunity presented by the 
ESF to launch a united working 
class campaign against the Euro¬ 
pean Union constitution was unfortu¬ 
nately missed. While most sections of 
the European left are committed to a ref¬ 
erendum ‘no’, for the SWR the largest 
component of the revolutionary left in 
Britain, the whole question is a “non-is¬ 
sue”. 

So the Friday morning Alexandra Pal¬ 
ace seminar, ‘The new EU constitution 
and our responses’, was attended largely 
by some 400 comrades from the continen¬ 
tal mainland, with only a small minority 
from Britain. The SWP was nowhere to 
be seen. Whereas for seminars on other 
topics people with similar ideas had come 
together to thrash out a common ap¬ 
proach, here several organisations with 
a variety of views - both for and against 
the proposed constitution - had been 
forced to share a single seminar. 

Of course, a structured debate be¬ 
tween opposing views can serve to 
clarify ideas, but in this case we had the 
worst of both worlds: there were so many 
speakers (nine in a truncated two-hour 
session) that only the barest exchange 
was possible between people with quite 
contradictory positions. 

Brendan Donnelly of tire Federal Un¬ 
ion, Titto di Salvo of the Italian CGIL 
union and Peter Szigeti of Attac Hun¬ 
gary all gave a variation on the reformist 
‘yes’ viewpoint. While the EU constitu¬ 
tion might not be all that we wanted, they 
argued, it was the best we could get right 
now (“Sometimes the best is the enemy 
of the good,” said Donnelly). The con¬ 
stitution did talk about workers’ rights 
and protection of the environment and 
it did help to consolidate the EU as a 
counterbalance to the real danger - US 
imperialism. 

While Martin Rocholl of Friends of the 
Earth Europe sat on the fence, there was 
at least some measure of agreement 
amongst the remaining five speakers: 
yes, we needed to oppose this consti¬ 
tution, but we had to put foiward our 
own, positive alternative too. Bernard 
Cassen (Attac France) based his ‘no’ on 
the need for “participatory democracy”, 
as opposed to neoliberalism, while 
Francis Wurtz, a Parti Communiste 
Frangais MEP, stated that the proposed 


constitution championed free move¬ 
ment for capital irrespective of the social 
cost in terms of public services and 
workers’ rights. Andy Storey (Action 
for Peace, Ireland) pointed out that the 
EU was just as much a threat as the US. 

The viewpoints of Frank Siegers (Bel¬ 
gian Social Forum and Fourth Interna¬ 
tional) and Jack Conrad (CPGB) were to 
some extent complementary (although, 
of course, with more time to develop their 
arguments, no doubt clearer differences 
would have emerged). Comrade Siegers 
said we needed to put forward concrete 
demands as a bridge between the 
present and the Europe we want - even 
if the fight for those demands provoked 
a crisis. 

Jack Conrad - in a comment aimed at 
the British left in particular - said it was 
easy to point to what we were against in 
the constitution, but it was essential to 
spell out what we were for when it came 
to the EU. Europe must have the stamp 
of the working class put on it: a parlia¬ 
ment with real powers, as susceptible as 
possible to pressure from below; the 
abolition of standing armies, to be re¬ 
placed by people’s militia; free abortion 
on demand and substantive equality be¬ 
tween men and women. It would not be 
a counterbalancing, imperialist Europe 
designed to rival the US for world domi¬ 
nation. 

Despite the efforts of the CPGB’s Tina 
Becker in the chair, only a handful of peo¬ 
ple were able to intervene from the floor 
in the time available. The absence of much 
in the way of developed argument, com¬ 
bined with the noise from the adjacent 
plenary on Palestine (throughout the ESF 
the West Hall, with its two simultaneous 
meetings side by side, produced varying 
degrees of cacophony), meant that this 
and other seminars were often frustrating 
experiences. 

Both the Ligue Communiste Revolu- 
tionnaire and Rifondazione Comunista - 
absent from this session - were on the 
platform an hour later for the plenary on 
‘Privatisation, social movements and 
political parties’. Despite the misleading 
title (a welcome discussion on the role 
of parties vis-a-vis the ‘ ‘social movement’ ’ 
did not really get off the ground), this 
proved a useful session, in particular for 
the strongly expressed views of both 


Piero Bernocchi (Rifondazione) and 
Piene Khalfa (LCR). 

Everyone on the platform was united 
in condemning the drive to privatisation 
across the EU. But comrade Bernocchi 
went further: “We say what we oppose, 
but we seem incapable of staging one 
single demonstration on social issues. 
We need common action between work¬ 
ing class parties and the left on a Euro¬ 
pean level.’ ’ He refened specifically to the 
end-of-ESF demo “against the occupa¬ 
tion of Iraq and for Palestine”. But what 
about a “demo against European neo¬ 
liberal policies”? He wondered what the 
situation would be at the Athens ESF in 
2006. Unless we take some concrete 
steps, “this movement will sink in bore¬ 
dom. We spend a lot of time talking, but 
we need to do something.” 

Comrade Khalfa concuned: “We need 
a change of ideology on the European 
level, not just words. I agree with Piero.” 
He too called for a common European 
demonstrations. Absolutely correct, of 
course, but in fact we need to go further. 
We also need to take steps towards com¬ 
mon political organisation. 

Khalfa’s comrade, LCR presidential 
candidate Olivier Besancenot, was less 
controversial. He, like Anastasia Theo- 
dorokopoulou of the Greek Social Forum, 
was content to denounce the evils of 
privatisation - like the final speaker, the 
Communist Party of Britain’s part-time 
general secretary Rob Griffiths. 

I am not aware of any linguistic talents 
that comrade Griffiths may have, but he 
seemed able to understand speeches in 
Italian, French and Greek without the 
need of an interpretation headset. Or 
perhaps he was, after all, oblivious to 
their content, since he proceeded to of¬ 
fer the European comrades pearls of 
CPB wisdom on what privatisation was 
all about: “We can tell you about our 
experience here in Britain. This is what 
you have in store for you, thanks to EU 
directives. Those who still have illusions 
that the EU is somehow progressive are 
now seeing the truth.” 

Comrade Griffiths did not respond to 
the calls for common action across Eu¬ 
rope - as a national socialist, how could 
he - even if he had bothered to listen in 
the first place? • 

Peter Manson 


lessons for the European left of the 20th 
century so that we do not repeat these 
mistakes,” he said. 

After a debate from the floor, the meet¬ 
ing resolved to continue to work to 
launch a campaign for a social and demo¬ 
cratic Europe. It was agreed that the term 
‘federalism’ should not be used in the 
title of the campaign, as there was room 
for confusion and disagreement. For 
example, tire World Federal Movement, 
which had organised the workshop, ar¬ 
gued in a discussion paper for a second 
chamber of the EU parliament - one in 
which national governments would be 
represented. CPGB comrades argued 
against any second chambers, as they 
are typically used as a method to curb 
pressure exercised from below. 

Another weakness is that some 
groups involved - namely the WFM - are 


actually in favour of voting ‘yes’ in ref- 
erendums on the constitutional treaty. So 
we might well see another sub-campaign 
emerging that will unite those in favour 
of a social Europe, but who will be call¬ 
ing for a ‘no’ vote. 

There is a need for much more and 
deeper debate. For example, how do we 
relate to the UN Charter of Human Rights 
and the International Criminal Court? 
Both were quoted by some participants 
as "protecting fundamental rights”. 

The process is at a very early stage. It 
also reflects the problems and illusions 
that continue to haunt the European left. 
Nevertheless it is an important recogni¬ 
tion of the need for profound and demo¬ 
cratic Europe-wide unity and as such is 
part of the solution. We will certainly be 
working to make it so • 

Anne Me Shane 



Piero Bernocchi: concrete steps 


Fighting fund 

Your help needed 


O nce again we can report a pleas¬ 
ing circulation increase. Last 
week we notched up a total of 10,813 
e-readers - though this figure might be 
a swollen due to revisits because of 
lateness in putting up the paper. E- 
readers had to wait till Tuesday. Ob¬ 
viously there were other, even more 
pressing, priorities. 

Added to our rough estimate of 
print readers, doubled with the Lon¬ 
don ESF, total circulation moves to 
just short of 13,000. Not bad. 

However, the same cannot be said 
for donations by post. Just one, £10 
from RP, a new reader. On top of this 
we got two donations by way of our 


PayPal facility on the web. Thanks to 
YT and FR for your £15 and £20 re¬ 
spectively. 

Also our comrades were delighted 
to receive a steady stream of small do¬ 
nations for a much appreciated Weekly 
Worker at the ESF. Our stall at Alex¬ 
ander Palace did excellent business. 
Many comrades from mainland Eu¬ 
rope told us that they have been 
closely following events in Britain on 
the web. 

As of today, our £500 monthly fund 
stands at £342. On target. But please 
do not simply rely on others to get us 
there. Your help is needed too. 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 
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Paying the price 

The London ESF was characterised by unprecedented levels of open dissent and protest against the bureaucratic 
stage-management of the whole event - inside and outside the official ESF structures. Mark Fischer reports 


T he leader in The Guardian of Oc¬ 
tober 18 was spot on when it ob¬ 
served that each European Social 
Forum “tends to reflect the prevailing 
politics and tensions of the host coun¬ 
try”. Given the deeply fractious nature 
of the left in Britain, it was not hard to 
predict that, in contrast to Florence and 
Paris, the 2004 ESF would be marked by 
protests and a widespread feeling of ex¬ 
clusion. A number of groups went so far 
as to organise their own event rather than 
participate in what they saw as a Living- 


T he fourth European Social Fo¬ 
rum will take place in March or 
April 2006 in Athens - despite 
the deeply divided nature of the left in 
Greece. The final European assembly 
before the London ESF began, meet¬ 
ing on October 14, felt that bringing 
the forum to Greece might help unify 
the left. 

The decision was reached only af¬ 
ter three tortuous hours of debate, in 
which the comrades from the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party tried - in vain - to 
convince the meeting not to come to 
any firm decision. They insisted that 
“Greek comrades should talk amongst 
themselves” and sort out their prob¬ 
lems first before we decide that the ESF 
should take place there. While this was 
meant to sound conciliatory, the SWP 
did in fact have deeply sectarian mo¬ 
tives. 

To understand tire conflict, it is nec¬ 
essary to have a closer look at the left 
in Greece, which is pretty much di¬ 
vided three ways. Just before the first 
ESF in Florence, three rival ‘commit¬ 
tees’ were set up, each one of them 
claiming that they should be in charge 
of organising the Greek intervention 
in the ESF. 

Firstly, there is the Greek Social Fo¬ 
rum, which is dominated by the left 
reformist party, Synaspsismos (which 
achieved 3.25% in the 2004 general 
elections). In 2002, the General Con¬ 
federation of Greek Workers (GSEE), 
was still very much involved in the 
GSF, but I have been unable to con¬ 
firm if this is still the case. Another 100 
or so smaller reformist organisations, 
most Trotskyist groups and a number 
of NGOs are pail of this first bloc. 

Secondly, there is the Communist 
Party of Greece (KKE), which 
achieved an impressive 9.5% across 
Greece in the 2004 EU parliamentary 


stone jamboree: There was the ‘Beyond 
ESF’ event of the anarchist Wombles 
group in Middlesex University; people 
around the London Social Forum set up 
a ‘ Solidarity Village’ in Conway Hall; and 
Indymedia organised their own four-day 
event in Camden Centre. 

Minority rule 

The October 15 plenary, ‘End the occu¬ 
pation of Iraq’, was abandoned after a 
small group staged a loud, but shambolic 
protest against the presence on the plat- 


elections (up from 5.9% in the 2004 gen¬ 
eral elections). In 2002 it set up the front 
organisation, ‘Action Thessaloniki 
2003’, under whose banner it attended a 
number of ESF preparatory assemblies. 
It seems that the party has dumped this 
now, preferring to appear more honestly 
under its own name. 

The KKE is very critical of the ESF and 
WSF process and - while it attends most 
of the meetings - refuses to officially 
support the forum. The current official 
position of the party is that it will not 
participate in the ESF 2006 - but I would 
not be surprised if the comrades 
changed their mind. Most participants 
at our October 14 meeting expressed 
concern over this position and encour¬ 
aged the Greek Social Forum to attempt 
once more to pull them on board. 

The third and smallest group is the 
SWP’s sister organisation, Sosialistiko 
Ergatiko Komma (SEK). In2000, the 300- 
strong SEK split almost down the mid¬ 
dle, though there was a strange 
disagreement over who expelled whom 
and who left voluntarily. In any case, 
those in disagreement with the SWP 
mother ship in London went on to form 
the Internationalist Workers Left, which 
joined the Greek Social Forum. The other, 
SWP-loyal, faction set up the front or¬ 
ganisation, ‘Seattle 2000’, which initiated 
the Greek ‘Initiative for the European 
Social Forum'. In2002, it swiftly renamed 
itself‘Genoa 2001 ’ in the hope of attract¬ 
ing the ‘anti-capitalist movement’. 
Genoa 2001 is not quite as hostile to the 
Greek Social Forum as it once was and 
in 2002 even took up a seat on the GSF 
steering group. 

However, like the KKE, SEK/Genoa 
2001 has refused to fully cooperate with 
the Greek Social Forum. A member of 
the Internationalist Workers Left told me 
that in 2002 that the SEK comrades had 
tried to dominate the GSF, but failed be- 


form of Subhi Meshadani, the general 
secretary of the Iraqi Federation of 
Trade Unions. A 40-strong contingent 
led by a small group of Iraqis and includ¬ 
ing a good number of Workers Power 
comrades headed for the centre aisle and 
advanced, chanting, on the platform. (I 
was confidently assured by a leading 
SWPer that the Iraqi comrades were 
“Mike Marqusee’s lot” - ie, the Iraq Oc¬ 
cupation Focus. I checked with the IOF 
- they were not). 

The group was stopped by stewards 
and a 20-minute stand-off ensued, with 
the protesters refusing to allow the meet¬ 
ing to continue while Meshadani re¬ 
mained on the platfonn. A compromise 
was proposed by Sami Ramadani, a 
member of the Arab Media Watch’s 
advisory committee. Before making his 
proposal, the comrade emphatically un¬ 
derlined that he was an opponent of the 
occupation, that he supported the Iraqi 
people’s right to resist and that he pas¬ 
sionately disagreed with the invitation 
to the IFTU apparatchik - all to the obvi¬ 
ous discomfort of some of the British 
people on the platform. 

Having established these credentials, 
he suggested that those who wanted to 
register a protest at Meshadani’s pres¬ 
ence should stage a walkout when it was 


cause of the combined strength of the 
other groups: “So they fonned their own 
committee and have denounced ours 
ever since.” 

TheSEK/Genoa2001 has a similar repu¬ 
tation to that of its sister organisation in 
Britain. Like the SWP, it is known for set¬ 
ting up front organisations, carving up the 
key seats on their executives, and only 
then inviting other groups to join the 
ready-made structure. However, due to the 
relative strength of the KKE and other left 
organisations, they are much less suc¬ 
cessful in dominating the left in Greece. 

In2004, the SWP made an alliance with 
the devil in order to bring the ESF to Brit¬ 
ain. It accepted that it would have to sub¬ 
ordinate itself to the mayor of London and 
jump to attention on the instructions of 
his Socialist Action minions. The SWP 
supported one rightwing plenary speaker 
after another and made itself many more 
enemies on the British left - all so that it 
could present itself to thousands of ESF 
activists as the main player in town. 

But the 2006 situation is very differ¬ 
ent. The SWP is not keen on its sister 
group being the junior partner to the 
Greek Social Forum, whose representa¬ 
tives at international ESF meetings have 
always been highly critical of the un¬ 
democratic shenanigans and stitch-ups 
that the SWP has orchestrated in the 
last 12 months. 

This seems to explain why SWP com¬ 
rades (and others from its International 
Socialist Tendency) argued obstinately 
against confirming the location and date 
of the next ESF. Maybe they are still 
hoping that another country might put 
forward a rival bid - Austria and Ger¬ 
many have been mentioned a few times. 
Although tlie SWP really is not hegem¬ 
onic anywhere apart from in Britain, it 
seems that the level of its hostility to the 
Greek Social Forum is quite unique. Hav¬ 
ing the ESF in Greece would undoubt- 


his turn to speak rather than wreck the 
whole meeting. 

There was no coherent response from 
the protesters, but the simple fact that 
they stayed put settled the question. 
Their position was made weaker by the 
plain fact that the vast bulk of the 800- 
strong meeting was in favour of hearing 
the man speak. The hostility to this small 
minority increased after two votes clearly 
indicated that the overwhelming major¬ 
ity wanted them to end their action and 
the meeting to resume. The votes were 
also reinforced with some extremely hos¬ 
tile chanting and heckling directed 
against the protesters. 

There is confusion about what hap¬ 
pened next. The few WP comrades I sub¬ 
sequently spoke to insist that these 
votes were respected by their organisa¬ 
tion and that their comrades began to 
make their way to the back of the hall. I 
have to say, from my vantage point, 
standing on a chair some eight metres 
from the action, I did not see any signs 
of this - certainly not immediately after 
the votes themselves (although it was 
certainly difficult to work out exactly 
what was going on in the tight-pressed 
scrum). 

Also, it does not seem to have been 
the impression of comrades who had the 


edly confirm and strengthen the 
GSF’s dominant position on the 
Greek ‘anti-capitalist’ left. Or maybe 
the SWP is hoping for the Commu¬ 
nist Party to come on board and take 
over the ESF - better ‘ official commu¬ 
nists ’ than direct rivals. 

Whatever the reasons, the SWP’s 
stubborn refusal to accept that the 
overwhelming majority wanted to 
take a decision did not make it many 
friends. Comrades from Italy and 
France in particular began to get 
very impatient. Some of them very 
forcefully explained that "one organi¬ 
sation cannot block us coming to a 
decision here” and stalled to heckle 
the SWP’s Alex Callinicos when he 
tried to explain for the umpteenth 
time that “the Greek Communist Party 
is very important in Greece” and that 
“we cannot set them ultimatums”. 
The SWP were defeated. 

This whole debate was all the more 
ridiculous as - officially - political 
parties are of course still banned from 
participating in the ESF and World 
Social Forum. During the prepara¬ 
tions for the ESF 2004, the SWP in¬ 
sisted that the ban must be kept in 
place, while its comrades were hid¬ 
ing behind various of their fronts, like 
Globalise Resistance and the Stop 
the War Coalition (mysteriously, 
however, many of the speakers at 
the actual event - apart from SWP 
comrades, that is - were listed under 
their party name). Now the SWP ar¬ 
gues that the ESF cannot take place 
in Greece without the Communist 
Party on board. 

Of course, back in ‘opposition’, 
our SWP comrades might well move 
to the left again, arguing for the open 
participation of political parties in the 
WSF and ESF - just as they did until 
the ESF came to London • 




Lee Jasper: 
played the race card 


advantage of viewing the whole deba¬ 
cle from the stage. Sabah Jawad, billed 
to speak from the Iraq Democrats 
Against the Occupation and also asso¬ 
ciated with Arab Media Watch, ex¬ 
pressed justified frustration with the 
action of this very small minority. It meant 
that he was not able to expose the treach¬ 
erous role of the IFTU. Also, he quite 
correctly expressed concern that this 
clumsy protest might enable Mashadani 
to present himself as a victim of the ESF’s 
“lack of democracy” (see 
www.arabmediawatch.com). 

Comrades from Workers Power in par¬ 
ticular might like to reflect on the com¬ 
petence of tactics that allowed Lindsey 
Gennan to pose as a brave champion of 
the meeting’s democratic rights and won 
her a roaring standing ovation from the 
vast majority of those present for her 
brave confrontation with the forces of 
censorship. Not a clever night’s work, 
comrades. 

Wombles’ revenge 

Many comrades will know something of 
the take-over of the Saturday night ple¬ 
nary session, ‘Stop fascism and the far 
right in Europe’, by an anarchist hit 
squad of200-plus. As theatre, the action 
had impact and was certainly not with¬ 
out a political justification of sorts. Many 
in the audience were enthused by the 
invasion and - in their own inarticulate 
way - the anarchists succeeded in articu¬ 
lating frustrations with this tightly-con- 
trolled jamboree. 

However, we should be critical of this 
manifestation of the ‘alternative’ ESF. 
The traditions of anarchism are no more 
organically democratic than those of the 
SWP or those GLA satraps, the 
wretched Socialist Action sectlet. 

It was common knowledge well in ad¬ 
vance that an anarcho-hit squad was on 
its way. Obligingly, they announced it 24 
hours in advance on an e-list. Also, the 
City Hall building was fly-posted on the 
morning of the stunt, just in case Living¬ 
stone was unaware of their intentions (he 
was supposed to speak in the session, 
but was diplomatically absent on the 
night). There were pretty detailed ru¬ 
mours circulating among delegates all 
day concerning what was being 
planned, the numbers involved and an 
approximate time. 

So when it actually happened, the 
stunt was about as unanticipated as 
Christmas. Clearly they had inside help, 
though. They were able to stomr through 
previously locked side doors. Their 
speeches condemning Livingstone and 
the commercialisation of the ESF were 
met with a good deal of sympathy. In 
stark contrast to the disruption of the Iraq 
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For a programme 
of the European left 


meeting the night before, the anarchos 
actually struck a chord with the major¬ 
ity of the audience, who shared, at least 
in part, their resentment. Meanwhile the 
majority of the SWP were nowhere to be 
seen. They were far away in Friends 
Meeting House at the Respect rally. 

A representative of Babels, the inter¬ 
national network of volunteers that pro¬ 
vides the interpretation and translation for 
all plenaries and seminars, also indicated 
their dissatisfaction in a formal statement 
- later read out throughout the event. It 
spoke of the “many opportunities of ex¬ 
perimentation and innovation [that] have 
been missed during the organisation of 
this forum resulting in the exclusion of 
many people, organisations, networks, 
groups and even countries”. The London 
ESF had instead been characterised by 
"neoliberal practices of organisation, 
management and service delivery ... with 
the result that tire forum lias been entirely 
dependent on the state”. 

This statement - from a group that has 
been central to the success of previous 
ESFs - totally undercuts the nonsense 
from the self-serving GLA apparatchik 
Lee Jasper and others that the disrup¬ 
tion of the Saturday night plenary "had 
nothing to do with how the event was 
organised” and that - farcically for any 
comrade who has followed the detailed 
reports in the Weekly Worker - “no view¬ 
point was excluded”. Predictably, given 
his job as a well-paid professional anti¬ 
racist, Jasper was at pains to character¬ 
ise the demonstrators as “an exclusively 
white group of anarchists” engaged in 
harassing “black and Jewish speakers” 
( The Guardian Letters, October 19). 

Entertainingly, he was effectively 
slapped down the next day by members 
of some of Britain’s leading official anti¬ 
racist campaigns, including Suresh 
Grover of the National Civil Rights 
Movement, Piara Power of Kick It Out 
and Ashika Thanki of the Newham Moni¬ 
toring Project. 

They bluntly stated that the man was 
engaged in nothing more than a “crude 
attempt to portray as a ‘racist attack’ 
what was effectively a protest against the 
lack of democracy and consensus by the 
GLA in the organisation of this year’s 
European Social Forum”. Jasper was 
attempting to smear the protest - which 
was “supported by large sections of the 
audience ... using accusations of racism 
to provide political cover for what was 
clearly political dissent aimed at his em¬ 
ployer, the GLA, and the mayor of Lon¬ 
don ... Whatever the rights or wrongs 
of such protests, Lee Jasper and the GLA 
must not play ‘the race card’ to silence 
these voices ” ( The Guardian Letters, 
October 20). 

Quite right - but Jasper’s smears are un¬ 
fortunately typical of the poisonous at¬ 
mosphere of crude denunciation and 
censorship that has been fostered in the 
London ESF by the likes of him and Liv¬ 
ingstone’s shield-carriers, Socialist Action. 

The fallout 

Predictably, arrests immediately followed 
as the main body of protesters withdrew, 
(the meeting on anti-fascism and anti-rac¬ 
ism actually restarted after the anar¬ 
chists’ withdrawal). 

In a preparatory meeting for the As¬ 
sembly of Social Movements which 
took place simultaneously, Pierro 
Bemocchi of the Italian trade union con¬ 
federation, SinCobas, condemned the 
involvement of the police and urged the 
meeting to demand the immediate release 
of those lifted. There was enthusiastic 
applause - apart from the SWPers 
present and the leading SA honcho and 
well-remunerated Livingstone em¬ 
ployee, Redmond O’Neill. These com¬ 
rades looked decidedly grumpy and 
exchanged some significant glances. In¬ 
deed, comrade O’Neill attempted to 
speak on this question. To oppose com¬ 
rade Bernocchi’s principled call, per¬ 
haps? To support the arrests, even? 

Sadly, we will never know. Rahul Patel, 
the SWP chair of the session, thought 
better of letting the man in - possibly one 
of the SWP comrades’ more diplomati¬ 
cally astute acts of censorship • 


T he ‘Call of the assembly of so¬ 
cial movements’ reproduced 
below was discussed and 
amended in meetings held during the 
ESF. Compared to the first draft (see 
Weekly Worker October 14), it is quite 
an improvement. 

This is the closest to a political pro¬ 
gramme that the European left has - a 
sad reflection of the lack of coopera¬ 
tion and coordination of our forces. 
The existing international formations 
are either sectarian clone-structures 
(International Socialist Tendency, 
Fourth International, League for the 
Fifth International, etc). Or, like the 
European Left Party, they are based 
solely on the need to come together to 
contest European Union elections. 
Our call - a bit of a hotchpotch - 


therefore reflects the strengths and weak¬ 
nesses of the main revolutionary and 
socialist parties across Europe: Rifondazi- 
one Comunista, Ligue Communiste Revo- 
lutionnaire, Communist Party of France, 
Socialist Workers Party, etc. Officially of 
course, they are not allowed to participate 
as political parties in the ESF. But by now 
everybody knows who in reality is speak¬ 
ing on behalf of which pally and how 
much weight their voice has. 

This call is more concrete on our ob¬ 
jections to the European Union’s pro¬ 
posed constitution than the previous 
draft. However, while the overwhelming 
majority of those organisations involved 
in drawing it up are against the EU con¬ 
stitution, we are not allowed to make this 
the general thrust of the declaration: 
some organisations - particularly, of 


course, some of the main trade union 
federations across Europe, as well as the 
European Trade Union Confederation - 
are advocating a ‘yes’ in referendums. 

The demand for an "immediate” with¬ 
drawal of forces from Iraq was also re¬ 
jected. Some of the French organisations 
seem to believe that mass slaughter and 
chaos would follow automatically if the 
troops were to go immediately - instead, 
British and US troops are to keep ‘order’ 
for the time being. They also introduced 
the fonnulation in the section on Pales¬ 
tine, according to which we should call 
for an end to the Israeli occupation, “fol¬ 
lowing the judgement of the UN Inter¬ 
national Court of Justice and the 
unanimous vote of the European coun¬ 
tries in the UN general assembly”. This 
formulation seems to imply that we can 


only support this correct demand be¬ 
cause those reactionary bourgeois insti¬ 
tutions have done so first. 

But our call now also includes the 
“right to choose an abortion”. Combined 
with the twice-stated demand for the 
“free movement of people”, it is well to 
the left of Respect’s political platform. 

While it was very fruitful to have three 
days’ worth of discussion on the call, the 
assembly itself (on the Sunday morning ) 
was as dull and stage-managed as last 
year’s. Over 30 speakers were chosen 
the night before, at a small preparatoiy 
meeting. Only those groups who stayed 
until after 10pm were able to get a 
speaker in. There were no contributions 
from the floor and many activists were 
very annoyed by the lack of real discus¬ 
sion during the assembly itself • 


Call of the Assembly 
of Social Movements 


W e come from all the campaigns and social movements, ho vox’ or¬ 
ganisations, trade unions, human rights organisations, international 
solidarity organisations, anti-war and peace and feminist movements. 
We come from every region in Europe to gather in London for the third Euro¬ 
pean Social Forum. We are many, and our strength is our diversity. 

Today war represents the harshest and most real face of neoliberalism. 
The war and the occupation of Iraq, the occupation of Palestine, the mas¬ 
sacre in Chechnya, and the hidden wars in Africa are crushing the future of 
humanity. The war in Iraq was justified by lies. Today Iraq is humiliated and 
destroyed. Iraqis are prisoners of war and terror. The occupation brought 
neither freedom nor better conditions of life. On the contrary, today the sup¬ 
porters of the thesis of the ‘clash of civilisation’ are stronger. 

We are fighting for the withdrawal of the occupying troops in Iraq, for an 
immediate halt to the bombing and for the immediate restitution of sover¬ 
eignty to the Iraqi people. 

We support the Palestinian and Israeli movements fighting for a just and 
lasting peace. Following the judgement of the UN International Court of 
Justice and the unanimous vote of the European countries in the UN gen¬ 
eral assembly, we call for an end to the Israeli occupation and the disman¬ 
tling of the apartheid wall. We call for political and economic sanctions on 
the Israeli government as long as they continue to violate international law 
and the human rights of the Palestinian people. For these reasons we will 
mobilise for the international week of action against the apartheid wall from 
November 9 to 16, and for European days of action on December 10 and 
11, the anniversary of the UN declaration on human rights. 

The destabilisation of global climate poses an unprecedented threat to 
our children’s future and to humanity: We support the call from environ¬ 
mental organisations for international action on climate change in 2005. 
We support the campaigns against GMOs and for safe agriculture, food 
and environment. 

The Assembly of the Social Movements supports the Indymedia global soli¬ 
darity statement and condemns the seizure of the Indymedia servers as an 
attack on free speech, press freedom, privacy and the right to communicate, 
and calls for a full investigation into the seizure of the Indymedia servers. 

In February 2005 we will join the actions of protest against the Nato sum¬ 
mit in Nice. We oppose the G8’s self-assumed task of global government 
and neoliberal policies, and therefore we pledge to mobilise massively on 
the occasion of the G8 summit in Scotland in July 2005. 

We want another Europe which rejects sexism and violence against 
women and recognises the right to choose an abortion. We support the 
international day of mobilisation against violence against women on No¬ 
vember 25 and the European initiative. We support mobilisation to celebrate 
International Women’s Day on March 8. We support the European initia¬ 
tive on May 27-28 in Marseilles, proposed by the World March for Women. 

We stand against racism and Fortress Europe and for the rights of mi¬ 
grants and asylum-seekers; for freedom of movement; for citizenship of 
residence and the closing of detention centres. We oppose deportation of 
migrants. We propose a day of action on April 2 2005, against racism, for 
freedom of movement and for the right to stay as an alternative to a Eu¬ 
rope based on exclusion and exploitation. 

At a time when the draft for the European constitutional treaty is about to 
be ratified, we must state that the peoples of Europe need to be consulted 
directly. The draft does not meet our aspirations. This constitution treaty con¬ 


secrates neoliberalism as the official doctrine of the EU; it makes competition 
the basis for European community law, and indeed for all human activity; it com¬ 
pletely ignores the objectives of an ecologically sustainable society. This consti¬ 
tutional treaty does not grant equal rights, the free movement of people and 
citizenship for everyone in the country they live in, whatever their nationality; it 
gives Nato a role in European foreign policy and defence, and pushes for the 
militarisation of the EU. Finally it puts the market first by marginalising the so¬ 
cial sphere, and hence accelerating the destruction of public services. 

We are fighting for another Europe. Our mobilisations bring hope of a Europe 
where job insecurity and unemployment are not part of the agenda. We are fight¬ 
ing for a viable agriculture controlled by the farmers themselves, an agriculture 
that preserves jobs, and defends the quality of the environment and food prod¬ 
ucts as public assets. We want to open Europe to the world, with the right to 
asylum, free movement of people and citizenship for everyone in the country they 
live in. We demand real social equality between men and women, and equal pay. 
Our Europe will respect and promote cultural and linguistic diversity and respect 
the right of peoples to self-determination and allow all the different peoples of 
Europe to decide upon their futures democratically. We are struggling for another 
Europe which is respectful of workers’ rights and guarantees a decent salary and 
a high level of social protection. We are struggling against any laws that establish 
insecurity through new ways of subcontracting work. 

We are fighting for a Europe that refuses war, a continent of international 
solidarity and an ecologically sustainable society. We fight for disarmament, 
against nuclear weapons, and against US and Nato military bases. We sup¬ 
port all those who refuse to serve in the military. 

We reject the privatisation of public services and common goods like water. 
We are fighting for human, social, economic, political and environmental rights 
to defeat and overcome the rule of the market, the logic of profit and the domi¬ 
nation of the third world by debt. We refuse the use of the War on terrorism’ to 
attack civil and democratic rights, and to criminalise dissent and social conflict. 

The European social movement supports the national mobilisation of the 
Italian movement on October 30 to mark the signing of the European constitu¬ 
tional treaty - against war, liberalisation and racism, to get the troops out of Iraq 
and for another Europe. The European social movement supports the national 
mobilisation in Barcelona against the European summit on the European con¬ 
stitution in January 2005. We support the mobilisation on November 11 2004 
against the Bolkestein directive. 

At a time when the new European commission shamelessly boasts a high 
profile of laissez-faire politics, we must start a process of mobilisation in all 
European countries in order to impose the recognition of both collective and 
individual social, political, economic, cultural and ecological rights for men 
and women alike. To enable all the peoples of Europe to join this process, 
we must build a movement that overrides our differences and groups all the 
forces of the peoples of Europe ready to be involved in the struggle against 
European neoliberalism. 

March 20 2005 marks the second anniversary of the start of the war against 
Iraq. On March 22 and 23 the European Council meets in Brussels. We call 
for national mobilisations in all European countries. We call for a central dem¬ 
onstration in Brussels on March 19 against war, racism and against a neo¬ 
liberal Europe, against privatisation, against the Bolkestein project and against 
the attacks on working time; for a Europe of rights and solidarity between the 
peoples. We call all the social movements and the European trade union move¬ 
ments to take to the streets on this day • 





10 


weekly- ,3^ 

October 21 2004 549 WOfker 
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Patience and principle 

It is no secret that the CPGB’s engagement with the Respect coalition has provoked differences in our ranks. Yet, 
while often based on healthy revolutionary instincts, leftism is a trend that must be combated, argues Mark Fischer 


M any CPGB comrades have 
quite a strange relationship 
with Lenin’s seminally impor¬ 
tant pamphlet, Leftwing communism, an 
infantile disorder. 

Those of us who were around The 
Leninist - the forerunner of the Weekly 
Worker and our factional publication in 
the ‘official’ CPGB during the crucial 
political battles of the 1980s and early 
1990s - recall how the forces we were 
then up against in the Party would try to 
use it against us. The pro-Soviet cen¬ 
trists, the Eurocommunists and the right 
opportunists would attempt to brush off 
our rather earnest young comrades with 
the patronising advice that we take a 
moment or two out of our busy sched¬ 
ule of denunciation to read Leftwing 
communism - as a corrective to the pop- 
eyed leftism we were manifesting, pre¬ 
sumably. 

Of course, if you actually take the trou¬ 
ble to read the work, you will see that this 
was rather strange advice to offer us. 
Yes, Lenin is combating ultra-leftism - a 
tendency that he regarded as akin to 
anarchism. However, his pamphlet is 
animated by a profound will to revolu¬ 
tion, a determination to seek out and win 
over the masses that are the agents of 
that revolution. This detennined his at¬ 
titude to the Labour Party in this coun¬ 
try, for instance. Although he advocated 
that communists pursue a variety of tac¬ 
tics to win the ear of the proletarians still 
influenced by Labourism, the strategic 
task was the fight to split and replace 
Labour as the natural party of the work¬ 
ers. Frankly, that was a vision that would 
given those tired, deeply pro-Labour 
revisionists in our Party apoplexy - in¬ 
deed, it was just the sort of ‘leftism’ they 
were moronically denouncing us for. So 
- whether 20 years ago or today - we 
have never felt any discomfort reading 
Lenin’s work. I have always wondered 
whether our opportunist critics ever got 
past the title page, however ... 

I am assured that a better translation 
of the phrase rendered as “infantile dis¬ 
order” is actually ‘childhood disease’. 
What Lenin is attempting to do here is 
address some of the growing pains, the 
maladies associated with the infant stage 
of the world communist movement. As 
such, despite the fact that Lenin charac¬ 
terises the pamphlet as “the hasty notes 
of a publicist”, it has real profundity. The 
particular examples of leftism Lenin at¬ 
tacks do not have direct equivalents in 
our own organisation today - or in the 
serious left that surrounds us (on the 
contrary, the more common problem we 
encounter is a senile rightism). However, 
the template Lenin describes of a Bol¬ 
shevik politician is generally applicable. 

Leftwing communism was written in 
April 1920, specifically for delegates to 
the 2nd Congress of Comintern, sched¬ 
uled to meet later that year. Lenin under¬ 
lines that its purpose is to distil what was 
“universally practicable, significant and 
relevant” from the history of Bolshevism 
as a distinct revolutionary trend for these 
new and soon-to-be-bom communist 
parties in western Europe in particular. 
One of the main lessons is that Bolshe¬ 
vism is not defined by constant offen¬ 
sive. There are a wider variety of tactics 
available to communists in the class war 
- manoeuvre, temporary retreat, alliance, 
compromise, etc - than simply the order, 
‘Charge!’ 

Clearly, it was a matter of survival that 
communists learn this, given the politi¬ 
cal context in which the pamphlet ap¬ 
peared. The post-World War I wave of 
capitalist crisis and revolutionary chal¬ 
lenges that had swept across Europe 
was receding. There was a temporary 


but real period of capitalist consolida¬ 
tion. In some countries, there were par¬ 
allels between what was happening to 
the indigenous communist parties and 
workers’ movements and the period of 
reaction that eventually followed the 
defeat of the 1905 revolution in Russia. 
Of course, these political episodes do 
not repeat themselves in carbon-copy 
form, but generally you could say that 
the forward momentum of the revolution 
had been checked. It was at this time that 
the Comintern adopted the 21 conditions 
for affiliation and debated the tactic of 
the united front. 

Overwhelmingly, those conditions 
were designed to construct a barrier 
against the right - the success of inter¬ 
national communism had attracted some 
politically dubious elements: in particu¬ 
lar centrists who gravitated towards the 
Communist International. But we must 
remember that there are also stipulations 
in those 21 conditions that were clearly 
directed towards leftist deviations - con¬ 
cretely, the obligation to participate in 
parliamentary and electoral work; the 
importance of the trade unions - even the 
most reactionary ones. 

Lenin took up the cudgels against left 
communists in Gennany in particular, but 
also those in Holland, Great Britain, 
France and elsewhere. He pointed out 
their methodological similarity to the left¬ 
ist currents that appeared at times within 
Bolshevism and attempted to boil that 
mistaken methodology down to three 
so-called ‘principles’. 

One, abstention from parliamentary 
activity. This is premised on the correct 
idea that, from the vantage point of world 
history, parliament and parliamentary 
forms have become “obsolete”. 

Two, the withdrawal from class collabo¬ 
rationist or reactionary trade unions. In 
some countries - Germany would be a 
good example - the leftists advocated the 
creation of ideologically ‘clean’, and in 
some cases explicitly communist, work¬ 
ers’ unions. 

And, three, the idea, as expressed by 
the British communist, Sylvia Pankhurst, 
in her vividly written Workers' Dread¬ 
nought , that the tactics, the forward 
march of the Communist Party, entailed 
no compromise with other forces, no 
deals with other parties. There must be 
an undeviatingly straight line from here 
to the revolution and the notion of com¬ 
promise must be treated with contempt. 

These are the three profoundly mis¬ 
taken notions that Lenin addressed in 
this pamphlet. Now, there is no one in 
the CPGB who believes anything so silly, 
I am sure. So why has the leadership of 
the CPGB recommended study of this 
book? Why do we think it has lessons 
in the context of our ongoing interven¬ 
tion in Respect and the breakaway by a 
majority of our former Red Platform who 
are now, after an unseemly short space 
of time, the Red ‘Party’? Basically, be¬ 
cause we believes that they exhibited 
definite signs of leftism. 

Yet I have no doubt that these com¬ 
rades - and the comrades still counted 
in the ranks of CPGB partisans that have 
struck leftist poses over the recent past 

- would happily accept Lenin’s critique 
as orthodoxy. None of them would say 
in principle we cannot stand for parlia¬ 
ment, or we should leave reactionary 
trade unions. In fact, the political cur¬ 
rents in Britain who consciously iden¬ 
tify with this ‘classic’ model of left 
communism are confined to the far fringe 

- odd groups such as the International 
Communist Current. 

But we see the relevance if we ap¬ 
proach the pamphlet not as Talmudic 
truth, but dynamically, as a historically 


specific work with vital general lessons. 
Lenin himself makes the important (cau¬ 
tionary) point that leftism is a repeat of¬ 
fender. It mutates and reappears in 
different forms. Of course, it has charac¬ 
teristic patterns whenever it appears. For 
instance, its tendency to moralism, as 
opposed to communist realism. Like¬ 
wise, a propensity to regard communist 
tactics as something that must be kept 
unsullied and ‘pure’ - somehow we will 
inevitably become ‘infected’ by contact 
with non-proletarian or politically oppor¬ 
tunist trends. 

Writing about Germany, Lenin men¬ 
tioned a characteristic feature leftist 
trends often borrow from anarchism - an 
impatience with and morbid opposition 
to elected leaderships and to majority 
rule in the party. Lenin comments that 
very frequently the Bolsheviks had to 
brush aside unfounded accusations 
from leftists of arbitrary dictatorship. He 
says this displays something about the 
mindset, the brittle emotional state, of this 
trend. It is petty bourgeois, it lacks re¬ 
solve, seriousness and stamina. It is 
marked by the absence of perseverance, 
of the ability to organise with proletar¬ 
ian staunchness. I do not think it is too 
hard to think of elements that have casu¬ 
ally flopped out of our ranks in recent 
times that look like the political photofit 
of the leftists Lenin described. 

These are common features of leftism, 
despite the variety of forms it can take. 
Therefore, precisely because it mutates 
and resurfaces, it is vital that we arm 
ourselves against petty bourgeois left¬ 
ism - we should expect to see it reappear 
in other manifestations in the current 
period. Why? Simply because of the 
dramatic lurches to the right by what is 
currently the main component of the 
revolutionary left in Britain - the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party. This sect is in pro¬ 
grammatic meltdown: it is in the process 
of explicitly reconstituting itself a con¬ 
duit for petty bourgeois influences into 
the workers’ movement. We should 
hardly be surprised if some respond with 
a sterile leftist posturing as a type of 
impotent ‘revenge’ on this rightism. 

Let us return to Lenin’s argument in 
1920. He stressed that a particular stage 
of the struggle had now passed. The 
tactics that he outlined in relation to par¬ 
liament and the unions were designed 
to win a hearing for revolutionary poli¬ 
tics with a mass that is not moving to¬ 
wards communism through its own 
forward momentum. He takes it as read 
that the proletarian vanguard - ie, a stra¬ 
tegically significant section of advanced 
workers - has already been won ideologi¬ 
cally to Bolshevism. And that, he says, 
“is the main tiling. Without this we can¬ 
not take even the first step towards vic¬ 
tory." So, to put it a little crudely and 
schematically, he is saying that the Iskra 
period of party-building has been suc¬ 
cessfully completed; next comes the 
Pravda stage of winning the mass. And 
to win the mass, propaganda methods 
alone are not appropriate. 

A false impression could be drawn 
from this - that at the stage of propa¬ 
ganda, the stage of cohering the van¬ 
guard, what Lenin calls “pure 
communism”, or an abstract approach 
to these questions, is forgivable. Dis¬ 
cussing this, Lenin maintains that it is 
perfectly correct to state the theoretical 
case for the idea that bourgeois parlia¬ 
ment is “obsolete’ ’ from the point of view 
of world history. But even at this - more 
abstract - propagandist stage, to leave it 
at that is not acceptable. Leftism in propa¬ 
ganda must be fought as much as left¬ 
ism in agitational fonns of party work: it 
is something that we have to root out at 


every stage of the development of the 
organisation. 

You cannot understand Bolshevism 
simply through examining it when it was 
‘prettified’ by the influx of350,000 work¬ 
ers - when it was “de-Bolshevised” in 
Trotsky’s unfortunate and profoundly 
mistaken phrase. You have to under¬ 
stand Bolshevism as a distinctive 
revolutionary trend within the workers’ 
movement, from its appearance in 1903 - 
even prior to that, actually, in terms of its 
antecedents. Bolshevism, Lenin empha¬ 
sises, had a very compressed history, an 
extremely rich experience gained in a 
short space of time. It saw military fonns 
of struggle, parliamentary work, legality 
and illegality, underground and open 
mass action, and so on. Within Bolshe¬ 
vism from 1903 to 1917, we see a com¬ 
plex diversity of forms of struggle 
unmatched anywhere else. 

The lesson we need to draw from this 
is that the Bolsheviks that organised, 
arms in hand, on the streets in 1905, the 
Bolsheviks that endured the subsequent 
1908-12 period of reaction, the Bolshe¬ 
viks that made the 1917 revolution - all 
could be traced back to their embryonic 
fonn in the polemical press of 1903-05. 
Thus it is absolutely vital, in a propa¬ 
ganda period when we are competing, 
not for the allegiance of the mass of the 
working class, but for the partisan iden¬ 
tification of advanced workers, that we 
sow healthy seeds. Leftist ideas are 
never acceptable: they always embody 
a danger and must be vigorously com¬ 
bated, even when we are dealing with 
still tiny forces. 

Of course, Lenin is clear that the prin¬ 
cipal enemy of the workers’ movement 
is right opportunism - particularly social 
chauvinism, as it emerged in 1914. Nev¬ 
ertheless, he is absolutely convinced 
that, despite his sympathy for the 
revolutionism that fires left communism, 
it is also a secondaiy enemy that must 
be opposed. 

Concretely, two leftist Bolshevik 
trends are examined in Lenin’s work. The 
first, around 1908, was the tendency of 
Bogdanov and other leading comrades 
who stood against participation in the 
tsarist duma - a tendency that would 
have effectively liquidated the party’s 
mass work, had it been successful. Sec¬ 
ondly, in 1918, the cun'ent that agitated 
against the appalling tenns forced on the 
young Bolshevik regime by the German 
high command in the form of the Brest- 
Litovsk peace and proposed instead an 
abstract ‘revolutionary war’. 

Lenin deploys an important argument 
in both cases (and, remember, both left¬ 
ist trends at times probably commanded 
a majority amongst the Bolsheviks). He 
underlines that particular slogans or tac¬ 
tics, artificially transplanted from one 
period to a very different one without 
reference to what is new, without a con¬ 
crete analysis of what has changed, can 
lead the Party into disaster. Obviously 
the boycott of the duma in 1905 was bril¬ 
liantly successful for the Bolsheviks; but 
they made a mistake later, in 1906, with 
the second boycott. But then to sys¬ 
tematise boycottism into an overarching 
schema - an attitude to participation in 
parliament in general - does the greatest 
harm to the Party and the revolution. 
What is characteristic of Lenin at every 
stage is his concreteness - his striving 
to discern not only the latent tendencies 
within each new situation, but also what 
was to be done by working class politi¬ 
cians in concrete political circumstances 
as they present themselves. The es¬ 
sence of Lenin’s politics is Ms aversion 
to applying ready-made schemas, based 
on the tactics of the past, to changed 


political circumstances. 

Leftwing communism examines the 
particular situation in various countries, 
but Germany is of particular interest. 
There, left communist ideas had a strong 
hold in the early Communist Party. The 
leftists were actually able to defeat out¬ 
standing figures such as Luxemburg, 
Liebknecht and Radek on, for example, 
participation in parliament. Under the 
leadership of Paul Levy, after the mur¬ 
der of Luxemburg and other central lead¬ 
ers of the party, the left was actually 
expelled and formed the Communist 
Workers Party, wMch was about 38,000- 
strong. Indeed, until the fusion of what 
remained of the Communist Party with 
the USDP in December 1920, the leftists 
were actually the more dynamic. (This 
also can be a feature of leftism. The an¬ 
gularity of its approach to political prob¬ 
lems - eg, ‘the Labour Party is the enemy 
of the working class, therefore no vote 
to it is permissible’ - can actually lend its 
orgamsations a vitality that more ortho¬ 
dox parties may lack during particular pe¬ 
riods. The leftist Revolutionary 
Commumst Party of the 1980s had a vi¬ 
brant sect elan that was missing from 
many of the other groups, for example). 

Of course, the German leftists were to 
sM'ink to insignificance. Their morbid, 
semi-anarchist mistrust of leadership 
prompted them to orgamse on a federal¬ 
ist basis, against what they dubbed the 
overbearing centralism in the approach 
of Luxembourg and Liebknecht. It ended 
up destroying them as an effective fight¬ 
ing force. 

Mterestingly, the refusal of the German 
leftists to participate in reactionary trade 
unions and their championing of com¬ 
munist unions was not simply a moral¬ 
istic huff: it had a certain objective 
justification. M particular, in 1914 there 
had been a huge upsurge of rank and 
file, commumstic, revolutionaiy-minded 
workers' organisations in factories and 
a sweeping out of the old, corrupted 
trade umon apparatus. And that is what 
left communists were basing themselves 
on. However, Lenin ridiculed the notion 
that the official trade rniions were dead 
when the mass of the organised work¬ 
ing class was still to be found in their 
ranks. He noted the irony of the fact that 
the left communists in Germany were 
playing with the slogan, ‘To the masses’, 
just as they were walking out of the trade 
unions, the very working class arenas 
where the masses could actually be 
found. They were boycotting their own 
politics, in effect. 

I tMnk Lenin’s argument on the “ob¬ 
solete” nature of bourgeois parliaments 
has a particular interest for us, in some 
ways. Clearly, tMs observation is true in 
the propaganda sense, he says. But in 
real political practice day to day, that in¬ 
sight becomes an untruth if you draw the 
conclusion that this historically super¬ 
seded institution must be boycotted in 
principle. He makes the simple - and pro¬ 
found - point that something could be 
dead from the point of view of history, 
but still very much alive in tenns of the 
subjectivity of masses of people. 

If they still participate in the parliamen¬ 
tary sham, if they still vote in elections, if 
they still have illusions in the various par¬ 
liamentary parties, then it is not politi¬ 
cally obsolete. It lingers on after its time, 
in fact. Commumsts are then faced with 
a choice. Either political engagement to 
win mass consciousness or simply 
project our conclusions onto the masses 
themselves. Stand for parliament to ex¬ 
pose parliamentariamsm, or watch with 
anns folded and a superior smirk on our 
faces while the masses stream past us 
on their way to the polls - what sounds 
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like the correct communist tactic? 

Now, without wishing to squeeze Lenin’s 
argument into our own reality, I do think we 
can draw a certain analogy. It is a pretty com¬ 
monplace observation in our ranks that the 
particular conditions that fostered sects and 
sectarianism in the 20th century have gone. 
The age of the sect is dead - the 
delabourisation of Labour, the unfreezing of 
politics in the aftermath of the collapse of 
bureaucratic socialism, etc create a space for 
partyism. Yet we are still surrounded by sects 
on the British left - indeed, sectarianism has 
scored a temporary victory over partyism with 
the strangling of the Socialist Alliance - pri¬ 
marily by the SWP, although others were im¬ 
plicated in the infanticide. 

So, in order to overcome the continued 
domination of sectism - a deformation that 
should be consigned to the history books - 
we must expend huge amounts of our energy 
in engagement with tire sects. It is clearly not 
enough to dismiss them with a goodbye 
phrase along the lines of ‘Your time is up, you 
are finished, you should no longer exist’. After 
all, they have a killer riposte - they do exist 
and that’s that. As Lenin said in relation to 
parliament, until we are strong enough to dis¬ 
perse it, until we have the numbers, social 
weight and political hegemony to do other¬ 
wise, we must work in it and through it. It is 
obligatory. 

Similarly, until we are able to turn sectism 
into its opposite, we are bound into a political 
process of ‘unity and conflict’ with the sects. 
Distasteful and frustrating though this often 
is, there is no way round it unless the class 
itself moves. 

Lenin identifies two sources of left commu¬ 
nism. The first I have already mentioned - a 
fonn of retribution on the movement for its 
rightist errors (Lenin mentions elsewhere how 
the anarchists played this role in respect to 
the Second International). Secondly, he iden¬ 
tifies a certain immaturity, a lack of experience, 
particularly in preparatory periods for mass 
struggle, where leftist ideas gain currency. 
They represent a fonn of impatience, in other 
words; a desire - heartfelt and admirable in a 
way - to leap over the unpleasant realties of 
the struggle in tire here and now with its ffus- 
tratingly slow pace of development. 

He uses what I think is a good analogy to 
describe building the party and making the 
revolution. How do you climb a mountain, he 
asks? The notion that you can do so by go¬ 
ing directly from A to B - without zigzagging, 
without retracing your steps, without con¬ 
ducting massive detours around obstacles in 
your way - is not sane in either mountaineer¬ 
ing or political terms. In both instances, it is 
suicide. 

Thus, on the question of compromises, 
Lenin points out that the notion that compro¬ 
mise with non-proletarian parties or trends is 
something that by definition sullies the revo¬ 
lutionary integrity of the party and its pro¬ 
gramme is foolish. Our leftist critics, in 
contradiction to Lenin, tell us that it is appar¬ 
ently a crime against what some of them dub 
‘proletarian independence’. In contrast, Lenin 
says that actually, if you look at the whole 
history of Bolshevism before and after the 
October Revolution, it is full of compromises 
with other parties, bourgeois parties included. 
In truth, proletarian independence, both pro¬ 


grammatically and organisationally, is built in 
the struggle with contending forces: it is not 
simply declared as a shibboleth. 

Here is a quote from Left communism '. “Be¬ 
fore the downfall of tsarism the Russian revo¬ 
lutionary social democrats [ie, communists] 
repeatedly utilised the services of the bour¬ 
geois liberals - ie, concluded numerous prac¬ 
tical compromises with them. In 1901 or 1902, 
prior to the rise of Bolshevism the old edito¬ 
rial board of Iskra concluded - not for very 
long, it is true - a fonnal political alliance with 
Struve, the political leader of bourgeois liber¬ 
alism, while it was able at the same time to carry 
on an unceasing and merciless ideological 
and political struggle against bourgeois lib¬ 
eralism and against the slightest manifesta¬ 
tion of its influence in the working class 
movement. 

"The Bolsheviks always adhered to this 
policy. From 1905 onwards they systemati¬ 
cally defended the alliance between the 
working class and the peasantry against the 
liberal bourgeoisie and tsarism, never, how¬ 
ever, refusing to support the bourgeoisie 
against tsarism - for instance, during the sec¬ 
ond stage of the elections ... and never ceas¬ 
ing their relentless ideological and political 
struggle against the bourgeois revolution¬ 
ary peasant party, the Socialist Revolution¬ 
aries.” 

What you see illustrated in this passage is 
an interesting idea that the much-maligned 
Zinoviev talks about in his History of the 
Bolshevik Party. He describes how a prole¬ 
tarian party emerges and points to precisely 
this sort of process. Particular trends, which 
at later stages become component, even core, 
elements of non-working class political move¬ 
ments and parties that are opposed to prole¬ 
tarian rule, at times find themselves within tire 
ranks of tire embryonic workers ’ party A proc¬ 
ess of merger and split, of constant political 
differentiation, of struggle between contend¬ 
ing political forces for clarity and cohesion, 
characterises the process of party-building, 
the struggle for genuine proletarian inde¬ 
pendence. 

There are two points our opponents could 
raise. One, it could be conceded that this 
messy process has a particular relevance for 
Russia, where you had a new working class 
that was actually emerging from the country¬ 
side, that is actually in the process of being 
bom. You would anticipate the survival of 
certain pre-working class political trends, 
such as peasant anarchism, since the work¬ 
ing class was being freshly made of that raw 
material. Plus, the bourgeoisie itself was an 
oppressed, politically disenfranchised class 
under tsarism - thus, you might expect its 
political representatives to pitch up in all man¬ 
ner of different places. You could say that this 
tactic might be applicable only to backward 
countries, where the differentiation is socio¬ 
logical - that is, it also reflects the objective 
process of the formation of the working class. 

But I would argue it is not at all specific to 
such countries and the historical experience 
of Russia. We should anticipate that in this 
country we will be in unity and contradic¬ 
tion with trends that represent bourgeois in¬ 
fluences on our working class - what is 
Labourism, after all? The notion that at some 
stage a mass workers’ party can emerge in 
this country without an extremely close, in¬ 


timate engagement with Labourism and the 
Labour Party is plainly wrong. Could we not 
be in the same party as Labourites? Of 
course - we have been in the past; some of 
us are today. 

The second point I want to note is that what 
marks a compromise, temporary alliance or 
conditional support for other political forces as 
principled is what Lenin dubs the merciless, 
unabated political struggle that goes on for 
clarification, for programme, for the freedom to 
conduct that political struggle. If in the course 
of a compromise or a temporary alliance you 
agree to mute criticisms, or explicitly deny an 
aspect of your programme in order to facilitate 
unity with the opportunists, then you have 
strayed into opportunism yourself. 

In that context, I think of comrades who 
have told us that we were wrong to vote for 
Ken Livingstone or for Respect. T his stance 
has a strong element of leftist moralism about 
it. For these comrades, ‘programme’ metamor¬ 
phoses from a guide to revolutionary action 
- in whatever forum communists are obliged 
to work in - into an excuse for non-engage¬ 
ment in real politics as they present themselves 
to us. In many ways, this phobia is under¬ 
standable. It speaks of impatience, but what 
prompts it is a healthy instinct - if we are to be 
generous (and why not?). We all want a mass 
Bolshevik party in this country. Unfortu¬ 
nately, the way we are going to get it, I have 
to tell our leftist comrades, is a complex proc¬ 
ess - it is called politics. 

To conclude, leftwing communism - ultra- 
leftism - is a trend that Lenin describes as an 
opposite, but not equal reaction to right op¬ 
portunism. Ironically, it has thus often pre¬ 
sented itself as genuine Bolshevism. (The 
German lefts honestly expected Lenin to in¬ 
tervene on their side. They did not think that 
they were actually deviating from what they 
understood Bolshevism to be). 

I do not think that the recent manifestation 
of leftism in and around our organisation is 
some kind of payback for the rightist sins of 
the Provisional Central Committee. No, it is a 
‘revenge’ for the rightist sins of the SWP and 
its flight from principle - open borders, a re¬ 
public, workers’ representatives on an aver¬ 
age skilled worker’s wage, abortion, etc. In our 
attempt to combat this, it is absolutely vital 
for our organisation collectively - all of us - to 
learn something from the approach that Lenin 
exemplifies in his consistently brilliant pam¬ 
phlet. Those comrades who display an imma¬ 
ture attitude at various times are still 
communists. They are making errors that can 
cause real harm, but nevertheless they are 
communists and thus their impatient mood 
has a positive aspect to it - if it is not persisted 
with and built into a theoretical system, of 
course. 

In the concrete circumstances of today, it 
is absolutely vital for us as a collective to have 
patience: patience with the interventions we 
will be forced to undertake; with our inevita¬ 
ble failings initially; with our organisational 
puniness and the yawning gap we perceive 
between the vitality and explanatory power 
of our ideas and our painfully limited ability 
to affect the material reality around us. 

This is the lesson we should draw both from 
Lenin’s Leftwing communism and our own, 
sometimes fraught, experience over the recent 
period • 


What we 
fight for 

Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the left. 
In reality they are confessional sects. Members who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the US-UK occupation of Iraq and 
stand against all imperialist wars but constantly strive to 
bring to the fore the fundamental question - ending war is 
bound up with ending capitalism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capital¬ 
ism can only be superseded globally. All forms of national¬ 
ist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be readied 
to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 
■All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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British troops 
should not be 
in Iraq 

north or south 



Battle for Fallujah rages 


I raq is turning into a quagmire for im¬ 
perialism. Since last week the battle 
for Fallujah has raged, with US 
forces pounding the city day and night. 
But for all their military might and hard¬ 
ware, the occupiers have not been able 
to defeat the “foreign terrorists” in 
charge of the town. Clearly, the conquest 
and pacification of Iraq is proving to be 
no “cake walk”. 

Now, we have the latest incidence of 
‘mission creep’. The US has ‘requested’ 
further British assistance in the war 
against the Iraqi people, in the fonn of 
650 troops of the Black Watch battalion 
to be sent to the ‘hot spots’ of Latifiya 
and Iskandariya, south of Baghdad. Of¬ 
ficially, these extra British troops are to 
be sent as “backfill” to US forces, who 
intend to mount a full frontal assault on 
Fallujah, with the suggestion that the 
Black Watch battalion will guard the 
supply routes between that city and 
Baghdad. 

But seeing how the US already has 
more than 132,000 US troops in this re¬ 
gion, it is hard not to view this request 
as anything other than a nakedly politi¬ 
cal manoeuvre designed to make it even 
harder for the British government to ex¬ 
tricate itself from Iraq. This suspicion is 
further increased by the fact that the US 
presidential elections are only weeks 
away, with all the evidence pointing to 
yet another cliff-hanger - it maybe even 
be down to Florida again, ‘hanging 
chads ’ or not, to decide the next US presi¬ 
dent. However, whatever the real reason 
behind the request, communists call for 
the immediate withdrawal of all US and 
British troops from Iraq. 

In his statement to parliament on 
Tuesday, UK defence secretary Geoff 
Hoon resembled a used-car salesman 
trying to shift a complete wreck - so pa¬ 
thetically unconvincing was his posi¬ 
tion. So, according to Hoon, no 
decision had yet been taken on whether 
to accede to the US request - definitely 
not. However, he went on to say, Brit¬ 
ain would be “failing in its duty” to an 
ally if it refused to help the US - after all, 
there was a “very clear operational jus¬ 
tification” behind the request. Hoon 
reassured MPs that British troops will 
continue to “operate under British rules 
of engagement” - which is hypocritical 
code for ‘We Brits are far more civilised 
than those Rambo-like Yanks’. Hoon 
added that when stationed in Latifiya 
and Iskandariya - though, of course, no 
such decision has been taken - Black 
Watch soldiers “will have to be less 
restrained if there is a direct physical 
threat to them”. 

Iraqis are already familiar with their 
usual gentlemanly British ‘restraint’. For 
instance, in Amara - a city north of Basra 
- this took the form in August of firing 
30,000 rounds in 10 days. As one de¬ 
fence source put it, in a “war-fighting” 
situation, British rules of engagement can 
be just as “robust” (read ruthlessly bru¬ 
tal) as the American ones (quoted in The 
Guardian October 19). Communists 
have no reason to contradict such an 
eminent opinion. 

Unsurprisingly, Hoon’s statement 
provoked a round of anguish and soul- 
searching from amongst the Labour 
ranks, not mention a ripple of disquiet 
from some Tory MPs. Backbench angst 
was deepened the next day by Blair’s 



Operating in Basra: ‘robust’ rules of engagement 


asinine comment that “if’ the Black 
Watch was redeployed, they would still 
be “back for Christmas”. Wasn’t that 
what they said in 1914? 

In a common lament, Robin Cook, 
former cabinet member and vocal Blair 
critic, worried that British troops will be 
“tarred” by association with the US’s 
“aggressive” tactics in Iraq - contrast¬ 
ing it to the supposed British “success” 
story in Basra, mainly attributed to the 
military’s experience of ‘peace-keeping’ 
in Northern Ireland. If we are to believe 
Cook et al, civilised, ‘rational’ imperial¬ 
ism is the answer - with its charming in¬ 
ternment camps, H-Blocks, state 
assassination squads, Bloody Sunday, 
Diplock courts, etc. 

There was more Labour dissent. 
Dennis Skinner declared: “I and many 
others do not take kindly to the idea that 
we are being engaged with president 
Bush and the Pentagon in order to bail 
them out.” In similar vein, Labour MP Eric 
Illsley told BBC radio’s World at one that 
Hoon’s pronouncement “drags us into 
the US election campaign, whether we 
like it or not”. Showing the state of dis¬ 
content, a group of 45 Labour MPs have 
urged a Commons vote before Britain 
agrees to the US request. In the motion 
the MPs, led by the anti-war Alice 
Mahon, state that any such move would 
“significantly increase the risk” to Brit¬ 
ish troops. 

Yes, communists support the call for 
a parliamentary vote on this issue - the 
debate and discussion generated might 
prove to be another embarrassment for 
Blair and the wannongers, whose lies 
are already totally threadbare and dis¬ 
credited. Any site that can further 
spread anti-war views is to be wel¬ 
comed. But we are not motivated by a 
sense of patriotic concern for the well¬ 
being of ‘our boys’ in Iraq, or by a chau¬ 
vinistic, narrow anti-Americanism. 
Quite the opposite. As internationalists 
and anti-imperialists, we communists 
want to forge solidarity’ between Brit¬ 
ish and Iraqi workers, as part of a move¬ 
ment that will force ‘our boys’ out of 
Iraq. Imperialism, as a world system, 


can bring nothing but barbarism and 
bloodshed to Iraq. 

The ongoing battle for Fallujah starkly 
confinns this fact, with the current US 
action pictured as part of the drive to 
“create security” ahead of the planned 
Iraqi elections in January. For them to 
acquire any degree of political or moral 
legitimacy, it is necessary to draw up of 
an electoral roll of some 12 million before 
December. Obviously, to achieve this 
task US-UK/Iraqi puppet government 
forces need to ‘secure’ all the major cit¬ 
ies and towns. Hence the ferocity of the 
battle in and around Fallujah. 

In April, the last time imperialist and 
resistance forces clashed in Fallujah, 
some 1,000 civilians were killed. This time 
round the death toll could be much 
higher - imperialism really means busi¬ 
ness. We saw this demonstrated on 
October 14, when US forces arrested 
Sheikh Khaled al-Jumeili, the chief nego¬ 
tiator for the city, when talks broke down 
after he rejected demands from the Iraqi 
prime minister, Ayad Allawi, to hand 
over “foreign militants” - including the 
notorious Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, 
whose reactionary Tawhid wal Jihad 
movement killed the UK hostage, Ken 
Bigley. Stepping up the pressure, 


Kassim Daoud, Iraq’s national security 
adviser, insisted that there would be an 
offensive if these “militants” were not 
handed to the govemment/occupation 
forces - “We have a timetable and we will 
stick to it". 

Meanwhile, the road to Baghdad has 
been blocked and the potential for a 
slaughter increased. Showing the ‘get 
tough’ mentality of the occupation 
forces, as fighting escalated on October 
19, the US military released a communi¬ 
que stating that it had “struck several 
buildings linked to the network of 
wanted militant Abu Musab al- 
Zarqawi”. The raids, the statement con¬ 
tinued, aimed to “thwart the Zarqawi 
terrorist network plans to attack the Iraqi 
government and its people during 
Ramadan”. It added: “Multiple second¬ 
ary explosions indicate a significant 
amount of explosives or ammunition in¬ 
side the houses.” Or maybe it indicates 
that the US is raining down high explo¬ 
sives and death upon the citizens of 
Fallujah. Communists unequivocally 
support the people of Fallujah in their 
daunting struggle against imperialism - 
while at the same time criticising the bru¬ 
tal and counterrevolutionary politics of 
groups like Tawhid wal Jihad. 


Resistance to imperialism is spreading 
throughout Iraq. At the beginning of the 
week, four Iraqi national guards were 
killed and at least 80 injured in a mortar 
bombardment directed against their 
headquarters in Mushahida, situated 25 
miles north of Baghdad. Hit and run at¬ 
tacks on the occupation forces are a 
daily occurrence. Last month there were 
an average of 87 armed attacks on US 
forces each day. That was higher than 
August, which was in turn higher than 
July. In other words, we are beginning 
to see features of a national uprising. 
Communists and democrats in Iraq must 
fight to shape and gain hegemony over 
this burgeoning national movement - 
otherwise it will be there for the taking 
by the likes of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi 
and Muqtada al-Sadr, who will then 
strangle the Iraqi working class. 

Displaying its desperation, next week 
the stooge Allawi government will de¬ 
clare a nationwide arms amnesty - an 
‘cash-for-arms’ scheme is already under¬ 
way in Baghdad’s Sadr city. Commu¬ 
nists, on the other hand, fully support 
the arming of the Iraqi working class - 
essential if it is to defend itself from both 
the imperialists and the islamists • 

Paul Greenaway 
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